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A STUDY OF DISADVANTAGEMENT AND MIGRATION FOR 
COUNTIES IN SOUTH DAKOTA: 1960-1970 
Abstract 
MARCO MONTOYA 
Under the supervision of Dr. Robert T. Wagner 
A study of the 1970 South Dakota population was conducted to 
determine: (1) the extent of disadvantagement by magnitude and 
residence; (2) the association between the extent of disadvantage­
ment and selected socio-economic factors; and (3) the extent to which 
factors explaining disadvantagement also served to predict migration 
based on the net migration experiences of South Dakota counties 
during 1960 to 1970. 
The county was selected as the unit of analysis. Selected data 
from the census were aggregated and tabulated. The magnitude of family 
and unrelated individual disadvantagement in South Dakota during 1970 
was identified for rural farm, rural non-farm, and urban areas as 
either major, high, moderate, or low. 
Analysis of the extent of disadvantagement by magnitude and 
residence showed: (1) the magnitude of disadvantaged families was 
least in urban areas, moderate in rural non-farm areas, and greatest 
in rural farm areas; and (2) the magnitude of disadvantaged unrelated 
individuals was least in urban areas, moderate in rural farm areas, 
and greatest in rural non-farm areas. 
The analysis of the hypothesized association between a set of 
socioeconomic variables and the extent of county disadvantagement 
during 1970 for families and unrelated individuals used a step-wise 
least squares multivariate linear equation. The results showed that: 
1. South Dakota counties with a high proportion of rural farm, 
rural non-farm, and urban families with incomes less than poverty 
were primarily characterized by a larger number of families with fe­
male heads of households. 
2. South Dakota counties with a high proportion of rural farm, 
rural non-farm, and urban unrelated individuals with incomes less 
than poverty were primarily characterized by a larger number of county 
males, age 16 and over, employed as service workers, including private 
household workers. 
Analysis of the hypothesized association between a set of signi­
ficant variables, associated with the magnitude of disadvantagement, 
and the observed variation in the extent of net migrants from each 
county during 1960 to 1970 showed that nine socioeconomic variables 
explained high county net out-migration from 1960 to 1970. Variation 
in observed net out-migration was found to be principally a function 
of limited employment of rural farm males, 16 and over, as managers and 
administrators in non-farm employment sectors, as farm operators, and 
in higher income employment sectors. 
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From 1960 to 1970, the State of South Dukota experienced a net 
loss of 1 4,257 persons, a decline of 2.1 percent. Of additional inter­
est, South Dakota lost 92,560 persons (13.6 percent) due to out­
migration for the same decade. 
Two important facts relevant to this population loss are: 
1. This loss represents the first decline in Stnte population 
since 1940. 
2. The State's 1970 population is lower than the high recorded 
for 1930. 
Of further interest was the general decrease from 1960 to 1970 in 
the number of South Dakota families reporting an income below $5,000. 
Families with an income below $1,000 made up 9.4 percent of the popu­
lation in 1960. By 1970, this same category had decreased almost two­
thirds to 3.2 percent of the total fantilies in the State. During the 
same period, the percentage of families with an income between $1,000 
and $4,000 decreased by almost one-half, from 50.2 percent·in 1960 to 
26. 7 percent in 1970. By comparison, the percentage of families with 
an income of $15,000 or over increased from 2.2 percent in 1960 to 
11.6 percent in 1970, nearly a six-fold increase. 
In attempting to understand why the population experienced a net 
loss while family income tended to increase, one might ask: "Who left 
the state? Why did they leave?" An answer to these questions might 
be found in Bogue•s1 observation that migration is the response by 
individuals in a population to the economic, social, and demographic 
forces operating in their environment. Such a perspective might lead 
to the conjecture that the population decrease during the 1960-1970 
decade can best be explained as the out-migration of low income 
families. 
2 
Demographers and sociologists involved in the study of migration 
stress its selective nature.2 Thomlinson, 3 in particular, points out 
the importance of economic opportunity as a major force affecting mi­
gration. A basic interest relative to South Dakota, then, is attempt­
ing to understand the relative influence of demographic, social, and 
economic forces as they affected migration from 1960 to 1970. Since 
South Dakota is a state currently undergoing rural depopulation and 
urbanization, the State provides an ideal setting for such a socio­
demographic study. Conducted in the context of rural disadvantagement, 
the influences of demographic, social, and economic forces on migration 
in a rural state might be better understood. 
1Donald J. Bogue, Principles of Demography (New York: John 
Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1969), pp. 752-823. 
2Ibid., p. 752; Dorothy Swaine Thomas, Research Memorandum on 
Migration Differentials (New York: Social Science Research Council, 
Bulletin 43, 1938), pp. 123-127. 
3Ralph Thomlinson, Po ulation D namics: Causes and Conse uences 
of World Demographic Change New York: Random House, 1965), pp. 225-
226. 
3 
Stuterncnt of the Problem 
Selectivity is often assocL:ltcd wi -Lh high rates of out-migration 
from South Dakota. Generall y, a high proportion of out-migrani..s are 
believed to be persons who leave because of the lin1ited economic op­
portunities in the State for the skilled, the educated, or the unem­
ployed members of the labor force. This suggests that areas of a rural 
state with extensive concentrations of poverty level families or 
restricted employment opportunities may be areas of low employment 
opportunities, and consequently areas of high out-migration. 
Accordingly, this study investigates the following: 
What is the magnitude and variation of disadv�rntagement within 
South Dakota and to what extent is disadvantaoement associated vJi th 
migration? 
Information pertinent to this question would be helpful in identi­
fying and characterizing concentrations of disadvantagement in a rural 
state, such as South Dakota. Further, research in this area will pro­
vide helpful information to planning, regulative, and ameliorative 
agencies concerned with poverty programs and migration patterns to and 
from South Dakota. 
Additionally, research in this area is appropriate in that for 
South Dakota, the proportion of families with income levels below 
poverty was lower than other states in the North Central region and the 
United States as a whole. South Dakota also experienced the second 
highest rate of out-migration in the region. 
Objectives of the StuJy 
The objectives of the study are to determine: 
1. The extent of disadvantagement in South Dakota by magnitude 
and residence. 
2. The association between the extent of disadvantagement and 
selected socioeconomic factors. 
3. \rJhether those factors that explain disc:idvantagement may 
be used to predict migration based on the migration experiences 
of South Dakota counties for the decade 1960-1970. 
Definitions 
For purposes of this study, disadvantaged families and unrelated 
individuals are those households with incon,es less than poverty, as 
defined by the United States Bureau of the Census. Primarily, income 
is the major determinant of poverty status; however, the specified 
income minimums vary dependent on rural-urban residence, marital 
status, and number of dependents. 
4 
CHAPTER II 
REV IE\tJ OF THE L ITEM TURE 
Introduction 
There h�s long been an interest in the extent, causes, selec­
tivity, and consequences of rural-urban migration. A number of socio­
economic and demographic variables are generally believed to affect 
the rate and pattern of net migration of a population. One of these, 
the concentration of poverty within an area, appears to be a signif i­
cant factor affecting net migration. This chapter reviev,s the 
available literature pertinent to changes in net migration of the 
population of South Dakota. In particular, the chapter will focus on 
selected socioeconon1ic and demographic variables associated with rural 
poverty and the net migration of a population. 
South Dakota ,-i gration: 1880-1960 
The demographic history of South Dakota is marked by an almost 
consistent pattern of population gains, except for the decades 1930-
1940 and 1960-1970 (Table 1). The loss of 49,880 persons (7. 2  per­
cent ) during the 1930's occurred during a period of drought and 
economic depression. The recent loss of 2.1 percent for the 1960-
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However, this loss of 1 4, 257 persons in the comparative size of 
population for 1960 and 1970 does not tell the whole story. As re­
ported by Riley and Wagner, 4 South Dakota lost 92,560 persons (13.6 
percent) through net out-migration from 1960 to 1970, a figure 
6 
slightly less than the loss of 93, 962 persons due to out-migration from 
South Dakota from 1950 to 1960. · 
Further, the authors stated that the loss of 92,560 persons from 
1960 to 1970 due to out-migration was larger than the natural increase 
of 78,303 reported for the State for the same decade. The history of 
recent population changes in South Dakota reflects the crucial role of 
the migration component. 
4Marvin P. Riley and Robert T. Wagner, South D�kota Pooul2tion and 
Net Tii�rution (Brookings, S. D.: South Dakoto State University, Agri­
cultural Experiment Station, Bulletin 580, February, 1971), pp. 22-23. 
Migration as a Process 
Demographers recognize the role of migration as a component of 
population change. For example, Barclay5 noted that migration is one 
of the vital processes that alter the size of a population. Except 
for natural decrease and increase, migration is the only source of 
change in the population of a given area. 
7 
Demographers also recognize that migration is a component that 
has ramifications for socioeconomic as well as demographic factors. 
Davis6 wrote that fertility, mortality, and migration are all socially 
determined and social determining. He further added that when the 
demographer developed his inquiry around the question of why the demo­
graphic processes behaved as they did, the demographer was engaging 
himself in the social arenas and beyond the boundaries of formal 
demography. 
Centuries earlier, Khaldun7 had stressed the relationship between 
the socioeconomic standards of a society and the number of people in 
that society. Consequently, one must consider the interconnection 
between the formal variables of a demographic model and the external 
variables of other models, such as the sociological, economical, 
5George w. Barclay, Techni
y
ues of Population Analysis (New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1969, p. 2 41. 
6Kingsley Davis, Human Society (New York: MacMillan Co. , 1949) , 
p. 552. 
7 rbn Khaldun, as quoted in Thomlinson, QE· cit., p. 372. 
biological, or physical. As pointed out by Acuff et a1.,8 since mi­
grants produce in both their old and new conm1unities new social, 
economic, and political problems, this interconnection is especially 
true. 
Analysts of migration generally classify migration into four 
types: in, out, net, and gross. Bogue9 defines the four classifi­
cations as follows: 
1. In-migration is the movement of population into an area. 
2. Out-migration is the movement of population out of an area. 
3. Gross-migration is the total in and out population movement 
of an area. 
4. Net migration is the difference between the in and out popu­
lation movement. 
The primary focus of migration is the migrant or the mover. 
8 
Thomlinson lO defines a migrant as a person who changes his place of 
normal habitation for a substantial period of time, crossing a politi­
cal border in the process. In contrast, a mover is defined as a person 
who changes his residence in the same political area. Throughout this 
study, attention will focus on the migrant, who generally moves from 
personal motivations. 
BGene E. Acuff, Donald E. Allen, and Lloyd A• Taylor, From Man 
to Society (Hinsdale, Ill. :  The Dryden Press, 1973), P· 10. 
_%onald J. Bogue, 2.2· cit. , pp. 757-758. 
lOThomlinson, .2.£· cit. , p. 210. 
9 
As Bogue11 indicated, there are positive and negative aspects to 
migration-provoking situations. He stated that migration can occur as 
either a search for an opportunity to improve one's life or as a means 
to escape an undesired environment. 
This insight is particularly significant in helping to understand 
the association between migration propensity and income disadvantage­
n1ent. As Tuminl2 suggested, life chances are both determining and 
mutually dependent. Consequently coming from a family with a given 
income has a bearing on the nature of the formal and informal edu­
cation one received, which in turn may determine the potential occu­
pations open to the individual, his income potential, and his unearned 
income due to differential inheritance. Furthermore, Tumin pointed 
out that where life chances can be purchased, income differences become 
crucial differentials. Therefore, it appears that inequalities pro­
duce variations in life chances. It perhaps follows that the more a 
person is located in an area of poverty concentration, the greater the 
likelihood that he does not enjoy sufficient viable li fe cha�ces so as 
to preclude his desire to migrate from the area. 
For example, in terms of median family income, Bowles and Tarverl3 
showed that there was a heavy exodus between 1950 to 1960 from counties 
1 1Bogue, .22· cit., p. 753. 
12Melvin M. Tumin, Social Stratification: The Forms and Functions 
of Inequality (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
1967), pp. 56-60. 
13Gladys K. Bowles and James D. Tarver, et f1igration of the Popu­
lation, 1950-60 by Age, Sex, and Color (United States Department of 
Agriculture and Oklahoma State University, 1965) , p. 10. 
10 
where the mcdicrn family income W<)S the lo 1.iest, and that the highest 
in-rnigra tion occurred where family income was greatest. This held 
true for both while and nonwhite populc1 tions. Al so, they shovJed that 
areas designated officially as "poverty areas" experienced severe net 
out-migration for both the white and nonvJhi te populations and also 
for those who were older. 
Differentials often cited explaining the disparities between "pov·· 
erty areas" and "non-poverty areas" are: (1) age, (2) sex, (3) resi­
dence, (4) education, (5) employment, (6) occupation, (7) income, and 
(8) poverty status. These factors as treated in the literature are 
described in the sections that follow. 
Differential Miqration by Age 
Boguel4 wrote that young migrants are selected primarily on the 
basis of long-run basic differences and inbalances in the social and 
economic organization. Adults were selected to a great extent by 
current personal and social problems combined with current social 
changes. The volume of young migrants tended to vary with differ­
ential fertility and differential residence. The volLm1e of adult 
migrants, in contrast, varied with decreases in opportunities by occu­
pational sector; for example, farming. 
Bogue15 proposed that there is a propensity to change one's 
residence by age. Peak mobility is believed to occur with the onset 
14Bogue, .9..2. cit., p. 794. 
15Jbid., p. 763. 
of early adulthood. The median age for mobile persons during 1964 
to 1965, for instance, was 22.9 years. 
Bogue1 6  further stated that age affects the migration tendency 
of the unemployed and the more employed populations differentially. 
Bogue17 showed that people in their late teens, 20's, �nd early 
30's were more mobile than the population aged 1 4 to 17 and 35 years 
and over, two groups who tend to be less mobile than average for the 
population as a whole. Residential mobility appears, therefore, to 
be primarily a characteristic of late adolescents.and young adults. 
To Bogue, this high degree of mobility prevailing among the young 
adult population is a basic feature of population dynamics in the 
United States. Age selectivity in mobility is brought �ore sharply 
into perspective if one recalls that the median age for high school 
graduation is 18 years--a point when one must either seek employment 
or continuation of schooling. Another factor bearing on mobility is 
that the median age for marriage is 20 years for women and 23 for 
men. After marriage there is a gradual transition from small to 
larger living quarters and from renter to home owner status. This 
transition is most pronounced for the ages 25 to 35. Importantly, 
Bogue found a greater proportion of the reported migration occurring 
between the ages of 18 to ·29 than for any other ages. 
16Ibid. , p. 791. 
11 
1 7Donald J. Bogue, The Population of the United States (Glencoe, 
Ill. : The Free Press, 1959), pp. 379-80. 
12 
Shryock1 8  reported that migration for reasons related to "taking 
a job" accounted for the largest proportion of changes in residence for 
persons in the prime working years 25 to 44. He proposed that migra­
tion due to new job seeking was characteristic of those in the younger 
ages where family ties were less . Marital status helped explain mi­
gration more for females than males regardless of age, especially for 
those ages 14 to 24. Shryock's conclusion was that a large proportion 
of all moves, and espec ially local moves, in young adulthood are the 
result of marriage. He further believed this factor declined in 
importance with age, especially for women. 
Thomlinson1 9  reported that migration directly influences the age­
sex composition of a population, altering marriage prospects and 
changing the birth and death inc idences in a population. As Barclay20 
emphasized, young adults who migrate to the c ities leave the rural 
sec tions with a more dependent age composition than previous to their 
migrating. 
A few studies have focused on the consequences of out-migration 
on aged populations. Riley and Pew21 reported that the total net 
18Henry S. Shyrock , Jr., "Redistribution of Population : 19 40 
to 1 950, " Demographic Analysis : Selected Readings, Joseph J. Spengler 
and Otis Dudley Duncan, Eds. (Glencoe, Ill. : The Free Press, 1 963), 
pp. 403-409. 
1 9rhomlinson, .2..P· cit., p .  210. 
20Barclay, .2..P· c it., p. 279. 
21 Marvin P. Riley and James E. Pew, The Migration of Young Adults 
1950 to 1960 in South Dakota Counties, State Economic Area, and States 
in the North Central Region (Brookings, South Dakota : Department of 
Rural Sociology, Agr icultural Experimental Station, South Dakota State 
University, Pamphlet No. Pl22, November, 1967) 
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migration from South Dakota for 1950 to 1960 was 14 percent. However, 
further analysis revealed that net migration of young adults aged 20 
to 35 years was 23 percent. Beale22 has suggested that one of the 
major consequences of age-selective migration was to produce a heavy 
concentration of aged persons in small towns. This fact has been 
strongly suggested as applicable to rural areas of the Midwest. 
Sjaastad23 has reported persistent and substantive age-selective 
migration from the upper Mid-West as compared to other areas of the 
United States. 
Age-selective migration, reported Fuguitt,24 tends to produce in­
sufficient numbers of young adults and higher concentrations of older 
persons in the fringe areas of cities. This has led to a general 
finding reported in the literature that the net out-migrating young 
adults produce an inversely related percent gain in the portion of the 
population 65 and older. 
22calvin L. Beale, "Natural Decrease of Population: The Current 
and Prospective Status of an Emergent American Phenomena," Demography 
(6,2: 91-99, May, 1969), p. 99. 
23Larry A. Sjaastad, Migration and Population Growth in the Upper 
Midwest: 1930-1960 (Minneapolis, Minnesota: Upper Midwest Research 
and Development Council and the University of Minnesota, Study Paper 
No. 4, July, 1962), pp. i-40. 
24Glenn v .  Fuguitt, The Changing Age Structure of Wisconsin ' s  
Population (Madison, Wisconsin: Department of Rural Sociology, Univer­
sity of Wisconsin, Population Series No. 3, April, 1962), p. 14. 
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Beale und Bogue 25 have similarily shown tht-1t populu tion trends in  
rural area s indicated th�t small and medium size  counties \'Jere de­
crea sing due to se l ective  c:i gc -migrc1tio:1 . 
Hei126 found that as the proportion of older adults and the aged 
increased, out-migration al so increased. 
Sheldon27 reported high  concen tra tions of aged population were 
genera lly assoc i ated with moderate fertility level s and consistent 
out-migration . His resea rch indicated, that from J 950 to 1960, rural 
counties experienced increases in the aged populctt i on as a correlate 
of out-migration. 
Brean1er28 found that increases in the aged populations of South 
Dakota counties appeared to be prirnorily a function of the size of 
the largest incorporated plac e within the county. 
25calvin L. Beale and Donald J. Bogue , Rec�nt Popu] ati on Trends 
in the Un ited States with El 1 1pha s i s  on Rura 1 Areas (\'!a shington, D. C.: 
Economic Research Service, Un ited States Department of Agriculture, 
January, 1963), p. 24. 
26Gerald F. Heil , Po..: u l at i on <":h2.naes f\ ssociai;.ed : ·i  th et Out­
Migration fror. 1  South Dakota Counties, 1 SSC-1. 960 ( Brook i ngs , Souto 
Dakota: Unpublished Plaster ' s Thesis, South Da kota State University, 
1 971 ) , p. 63 . 
27Henry D. Sheldon, " Distribut ion of the Rural Aged Population," 
Older Rural Americ2 ns, E. Grant Youma ns, Ed. (Lexington, Kentucky: The 
University o f  Kentucky Press, 1967), p. 129. 
28Bruc e  Gordon Brcamer , A Study of  Se l ected Demoor·aphic F0 c tors 
A ssocizit d r: ith Ch,- nr:1 e s  i n  th,:; / ned P ooulc.1 tion of Sou -Lh L.:! ��ot2 . l c.?60 -
1970 , ( Brookinqs , South Da kota : Unpublished f-�a ster ' s Thesis, South 
Dakota State U�iversity, 1972), p. 104. 
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Ravenstein29 indicated almost a century ago that females predom­
inate among short distance migrants. 
Bogue30 reported that males and females are nearly equal in resi­
dential mobility. Males, however, have shown a tendency to be more 
m igratory over longer distances than females. It has also been demon­
strated that when migration can be done cheaply and without much diffi­
culty, females m igrate almost as easily as men. 
In other research, Bogue31 pointed out that during almost every 
year between 1940 and 1958, men appeared more migratory than women, 
but the differences in rates were small. Year-to-year f luctuations in 
mobi lity rates appeared to affect each sex in the same manner and to 
the same extent. Also reported was the similarity in the migration 
patterns for sexes in various employment statuses. 
Shryock32 has indicated that at each age, females m igrating were 
more affected by marital status than males. The influence of marital 
status appears to be not only lower for males, but such influence 
peaks a few years later for men than women. 
29E. G. Ravenstein, The Laws of Migration. Quoted in Everett S. 
Lee, "A Theory of Migration," Demography (3 : 47-57, 1966 ) ,  pp. 47-48. 
30Bogue, Principles of Demography, pp. 764-765. 
3 1Bogue, Population of the United States, p. 377. 
3 2shryock, .2.E· cit., p. 406. 
Thomlinson3 3  pointed out that when women leave farms to move to 
cities , the sex ratio declines in the city and rises in the country. 
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Barclay34 has indicated that in most cases migrants are composed 
primarily of men. 
Residence 
This section considers the principal research efforts reported 
in the literature regarding the rural-urban continuum and migration. 
Many years ago , Ravenstein35 observed that migration decreased as 
the distance from a population center decreased. He also pointed to 
the fact that migration tended to occur by stages , namely from farms 
to small towns , small towns to small cities , small c ities to large 
cities and, in modern times, from large cities to the suburbs. 
Bogue36 believes that under modern conditions, migrants from the 
farm moving to the cities are not greatly handicapped in adjusting to 
city life , if they are from prosperous agricultural conmunities with 
good secondary educational systems. 
In other research Bogue37 has indicated that migration is more 
pronounced from urban and rural-nonfarm populations than the rural 
33rhomlinson , .£12•  cit. , p. 232. 
34 Barclay , .£12· cit., p. 279. 
35R t · · t  48 avens ein , £2· .£L· , P· • 
36Bogue , Principles of Demography, P ·  794. 
37Ibid., pp. 765-767. 
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farm population. Although most migrants were reported as  relocating 
to urban places, the overall increase in migration is due to migration 
from farms. 
Hamilton38 found that migration from farms is highly correlated 
with popula tion pressures. However, correlations of population pres­
sures with migration in 19 40 for those aged 10 years and over did not 
appear to be so important in the case of the tota l state population. 
Additionally, he pointed out that a large number of farm infants was 
a pressure affecting the standard of living, but not a pressure re­
lievable through migration. He also reported that as crop acreage 
increased, population increased; as it decrea sed, so did population. 
Beegle et a 1.39 performed a study of population redistribution 
through net migration in the North Centra l  States during 1940-50 and 
1950-60. Pertinent findings were: 
1. Out-migration was associated with both a low and high level 
of living and a low proportion of employed persons in manufacturing. 
2. In-migra tion was associated with a high level of living and a 
high proportion of employed persons in manufacturing. 
3. The greater the rurality, the greater the net population loss 
through migration. 
38c. Horace Hamil ton, "Population Pressures and Other Factors Af­
fecting Net Rural-Urba n Migration, Demo ra hie  Anal sis :  Selected 
Readings, Joseph J. Spengler and Otis Dudley Duncan, Eds. Glencoe, 
Ill.:  The Free Press, 1963) ,  p. 423 . 
39Alla n Beegle, Douglas Marshall, and Rodger Rice, Selected Fac­
tors Related to County Migration Patterns in the North Central States: 
19 40 -50 and 1950-60 (East Lansing, Mich. :  Michigan Experimental  Sta ­
tion, North Centra l Regiona l Research Publication 1 47, 1963), p. 5. 
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Bogue40 reported that the metropolitan and more urbanized areas 
receive comparatively large streams of in-migration from non­
metropolitan subregions. The non-metropolitan areas tend to lose popu­
lation unless the area has been subjected to new non-agricultural 
industrial expansions or has experienced spillover from an adjoining 
metropolitan area. 
In another work Bogue41 reported that people living in rural­
farm settings tended to change residence about as frequently as those 
in urban settings. Also, as the farm population declined, Bogue saw 
the rural-farm areas declining at the rate in which new migrants were 
attracted . 
Thomlinson42 has pointed out that the rural to urban current is 
much greater than the urban to rural trend. Of  possible population 
currents--rural to urban, urban to rural, urban to urban, and rural to 
rural--the rural to urban and the urban to urban are the most impor­
tant. Rural-urban migration has enhanced the maturation of the United 
States, according to Thomlinson, but one must remember that urban­
urban moves have become paramount during the last few decades. 
Barclay43 has indicated that for cities reaching a substantial 
size, the distribution of the working population by type of activity 
40 Bogue, Principles of Demography, P· 7 91. 
41Bogue, Population of the United States, p. 379. 
42rhomlinson, 2.2· cit., p .  217. 
43 Barclay, 2.2· cit., p. 280. 
1 9  
ceases to resemble that of rural areas. H e  believes the contrast is 
greatest where traditional forms of agriculture persist. To him, 
employment of children , discouragement of paid female labor , low 
levels of technical skill, and the disadvantages of the age structure 
are more characteristic of rural than urban places. 
Education 
A number of migration theorists have studied those factors that 
tend to attract migrants to new corrmunities and those that tend to pro­
pel them to leave present residences. Push-pull factors frequently 
cited identify the opportunity for advancement or specialized education 
as a definite factor affecting migration. 
Thomlinson44 emphasized that the expense of providing an education 
to out-migrants from rural areas is often borne by the rural area. 
However, the benefits of the education generally go to the cities, 
since migrants tend to leave the farm shortly after finishing their 
formal education. 
Bogue45 pointed out the existence of considerable variation be­
tween age groups with respect to their level of attained education. 
This variation is best described as a function of the availabl e oppor­
tunities for education for given age groups during their early years. 
Since mobility status tends to vary with age, examination of mobility 
differences requires attention regarding the variable of education. 
44Thomlinson, 2£· cit. , p.  21 9. 
45Bogue, Population of the United States , pp. 281-282. 
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Bogue4 6  found the highest migration rates were generally for those 
with college education; wher eas the lowest rates were for those with no 
mor e than grade school education. Thus, migration rates tend to be 
higher for those with above average educa tion. A generalization pro­
posed by Bogue was that there were educational differentials operating 
causing selective migration. This implied that the greater the edu­
cational attainment, the greater the tendency to migrate by age. An 
observation relative to this generalization was that the rate of mi­
gration tends to vary directly with the level of education of a popu­
lation. 
Empl oyment 
A genera lization presented by Bogue47 was the need to· distribJte 
and redistribute the potential and actual specialists, experts, and 
managers to places where their abil i tics can be pr ofitably used. An 
accompanying generalization was that young migrants tend to be selected 
primarily along the lines of long -run basic differences and inbalances 
in the social and economic organization, whereas adults are sdected 
with respect to current personal and social problems as well as cur ­
rent social changes. A third related generalization was that unregu­
lated migration should not be relied on to equali ze economic dispari­
ties between areas or to alleviate unemployment or underemployment in 
hard hit conmunities. 
46 Ibid. , pp . 4 15 -41 6 . 
47Bogue , Principles of Demography, p. 7 94 . 
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Lee48 pointed out that the volume of migration varies with 
fluctuations in the economy. Accordingly, the business cycle affects 
both positively and negatively the points of migrant origin and destin­
ation. He also stated that the volume and rate of migration varies 
according to the level of progress in an area. Consequently, the more 
the economic progress, the more migration. 
Opportunity for employment is generally considered a "pull factor" 
operating in migration phenomena. In contrast, unemployment is gen­
·erally def ined as a "push factor." 
Hamil ton49 found that net migration from farms in North Carolina 
counties was highly correlated with population pressure, particularily 
at the age when farm youth enter the labor market. 
Bogue50 found a tendency for migration to take place from areas 
having economic hardship towards areas experiencing economic expansion 
or growth. He also found employment status differentials in selective 
migration. Generally, the less employed and the more employable mi­
grate by age. 
In another work, Bogue51 reported that the mobility patterns of 
both sexes in various employment statuses are very similar. Since 
1 940, one of the most mobile segments of the population, according to 
48Everret S. Lee, 11 A Theory of Migration , "  Demography (3: 47-57, 
1966 ) ,  pp. 50-57. 
49Hamilton, .2..2· cit., p. 423. 
50 Bogue, Principles of Demography, p. 791 .  
51Bogue, The Population of the United States, pp . 375-377. 
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his research , has been those not in the labor force. Bogue saw this 
reflecting in part the unique age composition of the population with 
reference to the proportion seeking work and those who were not in the 
labor force. In general, he found that employed persons do not tend 
to be exceptionally mobile , either as local movers or a s  migrants. 
However, he concluded that no decisive conclusion could be stated con­
cerning the effect of mobility on employment status or the effect of 
employment status on migration. 
Scattered evidence suggests , however, that an above average pro­
portion of in-migrants a re unemployed persons, compared to the general 
population. Consequently , unfavorable economic conditions at places of 
destination may discourage jobless persons from migrating. 
Shryock52 pointed out that many decisions involved in moving were 
based on considerations with economic and non-economic dimensions. 
Several ecological studies have been conducted that examined net and 
gross migration, these studies have related characteristics of migrants 
to the economic features of an area and its changing economic con­
ditions. Generally the studies have supported the contented relation­
ship. 
For primary migrants , Shryock indicated that economic reasons pre­
vailed for persons migrating to take a job or to look for work. Moving 
52Shryrock, .212.· cit. , p. 406. 
to take a job accounted for most of the migration among those in the 
prime working ages 25 to 44. Moving to look for work was more im­
portant in the younger ages where fanti ly ties were presumed to be 
fewer. 
Thomlinson53 contended that in the past economic opportunity has 
been the dominant reason for moving. Further, he implied that this 
motive was changing in significance. However, he still held that un­
employed persons were more migratory than employed. 
Tarver and Beale54 found that changes in the total number of 
employed civilians, the numbers of military personnel, and the number 
of persons over 65 years of age accounted for 93 percent of the vari­
ation in the 1950 to 1960 population changes for Southern non­
metropoli tan towns. 
Barclay5 5  demonstrated that generally migrants represented people 
of working ages and were predominently males. Migrants ordinari ly con­
tained a higher proportion of workers and a lower proportion of de­
pendents. Hence, to some extent, migration was economically a benefit  
to the receiving population, whi le it was a drain on the sending area. 
In particular, he noted that young adults migrating to cities left the 
53Thornlinson, .2.!2· cit., p. 222. 
54James Tarver and Calvin L. Beale, " Relationship of Changes in 
Employment and Age Composition to the Population Changes of Southern 
Non-metropolitan Towns," Rural Sociology (34: 16-28, March, 1969), 
p .  28 . 
55Barclay, .2.£· cit., p. 279. 
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rural sectors with a more dependent age structure than previously. 
Cities, therefore, gained the services of young and vigorous workers 
through migration at the expense of rural sectors. Barclay alluded 
to the possibility that other factors, such as u hidden unemployment, " 
also played a role in migration from rural areas. 
Occupation 
Bogue5 6 reported that the rate of migration was higher for white­
collar workers. In his work with Shryock and Hoermann, 57 attention 
focused on the existence of occupational differentials operating in 
the process of migration. They noted that most rural migrants repre­
sented laborer and manual work occupations, n1ost male city migrants 
were employed in white collar occupations, and most female migrants 
represented the professional, semiprofessional and service occupa­
tions. 
In another work, Bogue58 stressed the occupational differences 
found in migration. He called attention to the need for separate 
analysis by sex of each occupational group due to different occupa­
tional composition. He reported that males in the professional and 
semiprofessional occupations were the most mobile of employed males; 
farm laborers were the most migratory of all the occupational groups; 
56Bogue, Principles of Demography, pp. 770 -77 1 . 
57Bogue, The Population of the United States, p. 41 6 .  
58Bogue, The Population of the United States, pp. 384-386 .  
farmers and farm managers have the least mobility; and operatives, 
service workers, and laborers consistently have higher rates of mi­
gration than the general population. These d ifferences in mobility 
were believed to result from two factors : changing economic con­
ditions and differences in the age of the members of the various 
occupational groups. 
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Bogue also reported that women were most mobile in service and 
professional occupations ; female service workers were more n�bile than 
the employed female population in general ; and female craft and oper­
ative workers were low in migration incidents, perhaps reflecting 
either proximity to jobs or employment on a local basis. 
Thomlinson59 indicated that migration often occurs when a person 
changes his occupation due to preference or necessity. Consequently, 
he proposed that occupational differentials operating in migration 
varied according to the character of the migrant. Therefore, rural to 
urban migrants are characterized by a shift from agricultural to non­
agricultural interests. In contrast to Bogue, Thomlinson found pro­
fessional males to have average mobility, and the unskilled and semi­
skilled among the least mobile. He stated that unemployed persons, 
however, were more mobile than those employed. 
59Thomlinson, .2.2 ·  cit., pp. 228-230. 
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Some factors bearing on occupational selectivity for the pro­
fessional worker in relation to migration were developed by Ladinsky. 60 
He proposed that seven factors a ffected positively or negat ively the 
tendency to migrate: (1) investment in expensive equipment, (2) close 
and intimate cl ient contact, (3) centralized work, (4) limited skill 
marketability, (5 ) open organizational advance, (6 ) standardization of 
work and earning conditions, and (7) limited occupati onal pr ofession-
alization. 
Income 
Bogue61 wrote that income as a selective differential was highly 
interrelated with differential migration. Possibilities for increased 
income were "pull factors" that served as motivators for migrat ion. 
Bogue62 reported that income rates were highly related to migration for 
those making over $7,000 and lower for those with incomes less than 
$2,000. These individual var iations in income, however, were not al­
ways consistent when related to migration. 
In another work, Bogue63 reported that among adult workers 25 
years of age and over the median income of mobile workers was smaller 
60Jack Ladinsky, "Occupati onal Determinants of Geographic Mobility 
Among Professional Workers," American Sociological Review (32: 253-264, 
April, 1967 ) ,  pp. 257�261.  
61Bogue, Principles of Demography, P· 794. 
62Ibid., p. 771. 
63Bogue, The Population of the United States, PP· 386-387. 
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than the income of non-mobile workers. This situation applied to both 
males and females. Bogue proposed that this finding may reflect an 
inverse relationship between the degree of mobility and the average 
size of income. Furthermore, the relationship may be affected by the 
younger age of migrants who have lower starting income. However, both 
income loss and migration may be indirectly related to unemployment. 
Thomlinson64 stressed that factors encouraging migration are com­
plex and often interwoven with income possibilities. 
Shryock65 reported that comparative net migration rates for vari­
ous geographic areas and residence types were consistent with the fre­
quently made generalization that migration occurred from areas of lower 
consumer income and lower levels of living to those areas where these 
were higher. 
The situation may well be as described by Bogue. 66 He stated 
that in many cases, local movement is the poor man's substitute for 
migration . As his research indicated, persons at the lower end of 
the socioeconomic scale respond with local moves w ithin the area when 
facing the kind of circumstances that would cause those persons higher 
in the socioeconomic scale to migrate from the area. 
64Thoml in son, ..9.2. cit. , 225-226. 
65shryock, 2.2 · cit. , p. 403. 
66Bogue, The Population of the United States, p. 387. 
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Poverty Status 
A recent study by Satterlee and Riley67 of rural poverty in three 
eastern South Dakota counties showed: 
1. underemployment was a major problem, 
2. a large number of household heads over 50 years, 
3. limited appeal of employment relocation, 
4. a media exposure from radio and television, 
5. restrictive organization participation and isolation , 
6. serious health problems, and 
7. a higher tendency for larger than average family size. 
When the " culture of poverty" concept was considered, they re-
ported the following for rural low-income families : 
1. a tendency towards heterogeneity, 
2. a present-future orientation, 
3. a high sta te of anomie, and 
4. a rejection, by some, of educational programs. 
Whereas poverty is considered to be a function of income received, 
it also has additional dimensions, such as a high rate of unemployment. 
Bogue, 68 looking at  the causes of the wide disparity in income, found 
six factors which appeared causal. They were : 
67James L. Satterlee and Marvin P. Riley , Rural Poverty in Three 
Eastern South Dakota Counties (Brookings, S. D.: South Dakota State 
University, Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin 602, September, 
1972 ), pp. 12-13. 
68Bogue, Principles of Demography, pp. 400-401. 
1. Differences in ability, training, and desire to earn. 
2. Existence of types of work which produced price differences 
in the market place. 
3. Inheritance of wealth, prestige, or influence. 
4. Labor turnover, part-time and part-year employment. 
5. The organization of the social system. 
6. Physical and mental health of workers. 
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Nam and Powers, 69 suggested various considerations relative to 
demographic research on poverty and disadvantagernent. The two major 
considerations were: (1) research findings are influenced by racial 
and residential characteristics of the sample, and (2) socioeconomic 
status varies by age distribution of the sample and changes in it over 
time. 
The United States Census Bureau70 in 1965 attempted to provide a 
profile of families and individuals with low incomes. Families with 
income less than $3, 000 and individuals with income less than $1, 500 
were classified as poverty level or below. Poverty level families had 
the following characteristics: 
6 9charles Nam and Mary Powers, "Variations in Socioeconomic 
Structure by Race, Residence, and the Life Cycle, " American Sociologi­
cal Review (30 : 97 -103, February, 1 965), p. 103. 
70u .  s .  Bureau of the Census, "Low-Income Families and Unrelated 
Individuals in the United States: 1963, " Current Population Reports 
Consumer Income (Washington, D. C. :  United States Printing O ffice, 
Series P - 60 : 45, June 18, 1965). 
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1 .  The family was Negro, living in the South. 
2. The fami ly head was 65 years of age or older, female, and 
had not completed grammar school. 
3. The family lived on a farm. 
4. The family ha d no wage earner and was not in the labor force. 
5. The head of the family was employed as  a semiskilled worker, 
service worker, farmer, or farm laborer. 
Bogue71 showed that poverty tends to be concentrated in families 
with six or more members, an unmarried male head, and a head employed 
as a laborer. 
"Hard core" poverty was found by a federal subcorrm1 i ttee 72 to be 
concentrated in two groups: (1) those in which the family had a fe­
male head and schoolage children, and (2) families with a head of 
household who was elderly. 
Poverty status reflects not only a lack of income, but also the 
lack or possession of certa in socioeconomic or demogra phic character­
istics. Bogue7 3  indicated that these characteristics interact to pro­
duce poverty status. 
71Bogue, Principles of Demography, p. 417. 
72F edera l Subcorrmt i ttee on Low-Income Families, Chara cteristics 
of the Low-Income Population (Washington, D. C.: United States Print­
ing Office, 1 965). 
73Donald J. Bogue, 1 1 Interna l Migration," The Study of Population: 
An Inventory and Appra isal, Philip M. Hauser and Otis Dudley Duncan, 
Eds. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1 959), pp. 486-509. 
31 
Poverty status also varied by sex. The full-time female worker's 
mean earnings were less than two-thirds the mean earnings of ma le 
workers, fewer women participated in the labor force than men, and 
women earned less regardless of rura l, rura l nonfarm, or urba n resi­
dence. 
When residence was associated with poverty status, it was found 
that farm families earned less than urban and rura l non farm families. 
The average rura l farm family income was one-ha lf the average income 
for a ll families in the na tion as a whole. 
Bogue stressed that poverty status is affected by one ' s age. 
Young and inexperienced workers tend to earn less than mature and 
experienced workers. This group of younger and less skilled workers 
a lso has a high rate of part-time and irregular employment. Further, 
income peaks between the ages of 35 to 45 and then declines as illness, 
disa bility, or worker competition from younger aspiring replacements 
occurs. Consequently, one out of every eight families with heads aged 
35 to 44 are either destitute or have substandard income . Moreover, 
one of every 16 families lives in a state of destitution. It is in­
teresting to note that the proportion of families who are destitute 
is a lmost the same as  for those headed by a young or a mature worker. 
Bogue pointed out that nonwhite persons received income about 
ha lf that received by whites of the same age, sex, or residence • . Con­
sequently, more nonwhite families were destitute than white. 
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Relative to the North Central region, Bogue reported that fami­
l ies in rural nonfarm areas had incomes 10 percent lower than urban 
families. Rura l farm families had incomes about 50 percent lower than 
urban families and slightly less than 50 percent lower than rural non­
farm families. 
Additional ly ,  Bogue wrote that there was a relationship between 
educational atta inment and poverty status. He found that persons who 
do not finish grarrm1er school faced occupational opportunities with 
incomes at or near the level of poverty. He further reported that high 
percentages of the families with destitute or meager living conditions 
were those with heads who were employed as farm l a borers or workers in 
private households. Families of non farm unskil led worker-s and service 
workers a lso experienced poverty level status. 
Surrm1ary 
The ma jor insights from the review of literature pertinent to this 
study are: 
1. Age. 
A. Mobility is selective by age, with peak mobility 
occurring at adulthood. 
B. Those 15 to 34 years a re more mobile than the 
population as a whole. 
C. A large proportion of a l l  moves in young adulthood are 
due to changes in marita l status. 
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D. The proportion of older adults and the aged in areas of 
origin increases as the out-migration from the area in­
creases. 
2. Sex. 
A. Males and females are almost equally mobile, al though 
males tend to migrate over longer distances than 
females. 
B. Yearly fluctuations in mobility rates do not differ by 
sex. 
C. Female migration is affected more by changes in marital 
status than is male migration . 
D. Most migrants are males in that their mobility is of the 
migrant type. 
3. Residence. 
A. Migration is more pronounced for urban and rural nonfarut 
populations than the rural farm population. 
B. The increased migration to urban places is mainly from 
farm areas. 
C. Migration from farms is highly correlated with population 
pressures. 
D. Nonmetropolitan areas tend to lose population unless the 
areas experience new nonagricultural industrial expansion 
or receive spillover from adjoining metropolitan areas. 
E. The rural to urban migration stream is greater than the 
urba n to rural stream. 
4. Education. 
A. Out-migration tends to vary inversely with the median 
education of the population although migration rates 
vary directly with the level of education of the popu­
lation. 
B. Education affects migration for each age grouping. 
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C. Migration rates are higher for those with above average 
education. 
D. The greater the educational attainment, the greater the 
tendency to migrate. 
5. Employment. 
A. Migration occurs from areas of economic hardship to 
areas of economic expansion and growth. 
B. The underemployed and the more employable migrate 
selectively by age. 
C. Employment opportunities are generally "pull factors", 
while conditions of unemployment are most often "push 
factors." 
D. Economic conditions, reasons, and opportunities influ­
ence migration. 
E. Migrants include a high proportion of workers and a low 
proportion of dependents. 
6. Occupation. 
A. Rural migrants represent laboring and manual work 
occupations. 
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B. Farm laborers are the most migratory occupational group. 
C. Farmers and farm managers are the least mobile among 
the different occupations. 
D. Occupational differentials in migration vary with the 
characteristics of the mover. 
E. Female service workers are more mobile than the employed 
female population in general. 
7. Income. 
A. Persons at the lower end of the socioeconomic scale are 
locally mobile when confronting conditions that would 
cause persons higher in the scale to out-migrate. 
B. Migration tends to be from areas of lower consumer income 
and lower levels of living to those where these are 
higher. 
C. Migration is related to unemployment and income 
deficiency. 
D. The relationship between the degree of mobility and the 
average income is inverse. 
8. Poverty Status. 
A. Women receive smaller incomes than men. 
B. Rural farm families receive less income than other 
families. 
C. Younger workers earn less than older workers. 
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D. Nonwhite families have less income than white families. 
E. Educational attainment a ffects income potential. 
F. Farm laborers, service workers, and semiskilled workers 
have low incomes. 




Wallace74 wrote that theories have two functions in science. The 
first is to explain empirical generalizations already known. The 
second is to generate empirical generalizations that are still unknown. 
The major aspects of the theoretical progression leading to the 
accumulation of systematic knowledge are the construction of conceptual 
frameworks, the formulation of interrelated propositions, and the 
development of hypotheses testable at the lowest empirical level. 
Demographers have become proficient in the task of data col­
lection, analysis, and interpretation. However massive their efforts, 
less has been done to continue either the development of theory or the 
formulation of high level generalizations of the "mid-range" level 
suggested by Merton75 or the "structural-functional" conceptualization 
of Parsons.76 
Conceptual Orientation 
Attempts to consider migration in the context of theory are gener­
ally absent in conventional demographic and social demographic efforts. 
74walter L. Wallace, The Logic of Science in Sociology (New York: 
Aldine-Atherton, 1971), p. 17. 
75Robert K. erton, Social Theory and Social Structure (Glencoe, 
Ill.: The Free Press, 1957), pp. 5-6. 
76oon Martindale, The Nature and Types of Sociological Theory 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1960), pp. 486-489. 
The earliest effort was that found in Ravenstein,77 who in 1885 pre­
sented his "Law of Migration." The "laws" stipulated that: 
1. Migration was related to distance. 
2. Migration occurred by stages. 
3. Migration involved streams and counterstreams. 
4. Migration resulted from differences in propensity to move 
by urban and rural populations. 
5. Migration showed greater female movement over short dis­
tances. 
6. Migration was related to technological develo�1ent. 
7. Migration was generated by economic motives. 
In the 1930's, Thomas78 generalized from her research that mi­
grants tend to be young adults or persons in their late teens. 
Bogue et ai.79 in 1953 offered their preliminary attempt to de-
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velop a theory of differential migration. This effort was further 
developed by Bogue et ai.80 in 1957, and presented in final version in 
1969.81 The generalizations were: 
77Ravenstein, .£2· cit., pp. 47-48. 
78Thomas, Research Memorandum, pp. 123-127. 
79Donald J. Bogue, Henry S. Shryock, and Siegfried A. Hoermann, 
"Subregional Migration in the United States, 1935-40," Streams of Mi­
gration between Subregions (Oxford, Ohio: Miami University Press, 
Vo L 1 , 1 953) . 
80 Donald J. Bogue, Margaret Jarman Hagood, and Gladys K. Bowles, 
"Subregional Migration in the United States, 1935-40," Differential Mi­
gration in the Corn and Cotton Belts (Oxford, Ohio: Miami University 
Press, Vol. 2, 1957). 
81Bogue, Principles of Demography, pp. 794-797. 
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1. In any particular subregion, at any particular time, internal 
migration is selective of persons with particular combin�tions of 
particular traits. 
2. Migration can be highly selective \tith respect to a given 
characteristic in one aTea and be selective to only a mild degree or 
not at all in another area. 
3. Variations in n1igration selectivity should be explained in 
terms of the combinations of conditions and the types of populations 
at the place of origin and the place of destination. 
4. Under modern conditions, fa·rm migrants in cities are not 
greatly handicapped in adjustment to city living if they come from 
prosperous agricultural communities that have provided a good secondary 
education, if they can receive temporary assistance from their fami­
lies, and if they have no other factors discrin1inating against them. 
5. A major driving force behind internal migration is the need 
to distribute and redistribute potential and actu91 specialists, ex­
perts, and managers to places where their abilities can be used most 
profitably in the economy. 
6. Much of the population mover.1ent is due to factors other than 
those labeled "economic opportunity". 
7. When social change is so great as to involve a spatial redis­
tribution of population, the pattern of migration differentials n1ay be 
different from those that precede or follow the change. 
8. Young n1igrants arc selected mostly along lines of long-run 
basic differences and inbalances in social and economic organization, 
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whereas adults are selected, in addition and to a greater extent, with 
respect to current personal and social problems or prevailing social 
changes. 
9. Unguided migration should not be depended on to equalize the 
hardships between areas or to alleviate unemployment or underemploy­
ment in the hardest hit communities during periods of depression. 
A more recent theoretical development related to migration was 
Stouffer's82 theory of intervening opportunities. This theory states 
that the flow of migration between two points is inversely related to 
the number of positive opportunities intervening between the points. 
Zipf83 earlier sought to explain migration with reference to 
hindering obstacles. He proposed that obstacles were an inverse 
function of distance between the populations at the point of origin 
and at the place of destination. 
More recently, Lee84 developed a theory of intervening obstacles 
to explain variant migration. He proposed that between every two 
points there are a set of intervening obstacles that vary in impor­
tance, positively and negatively, for every migrant or prospective 
migrant. Furthermore, he pointed out six propositions: 
82samuel A. Stouffer, "Intervening Opportunities: A Theory Re­
lating Mobility and Distance," American Sociological Review (5:845-867, 
Dec ember, 1940) . 
8%eorge K. Zipf, "The P1P2iD Hypothesis: in the Intercity Move­
ment of Persons," American Sociological Review (11:677-686, 1946). 
84Lee, .9.2. cit., pp. 47-57. 
1. Migration volume within a given area varies by the degree 
of diversity present. 
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2. Migration volume varies with the diversity of the population. 
3. Migration volume is related to the difficulty in overcoming 
intervening obstacles. 
4. Migration volume varies with economical fluctuations. 
5. Without checks, migration volume and rates increase with 
time. 
6. Migration volume and rate vary with the level of development 
in a country or area. 
Theoretical Framework 
Stinchcomb85 proposed a causal model that permits the study of 
differential migration. His model of the demographic system is based 
on causal forces. These forces are defined as the proportion of a 
number of individuals with a given characteristic. Using this as a 
conceptual framework, Table 2 presents a theoretical model that ex­
plains changes in migration patterns in South Dakota from 1960 to 1970. 
This model seeks to illustrate the causal forces presumed to 
operate in generating population change through the process of differ­
ential migration. 
85Arthur L. Stinchcomb, Constructing Social Theories (New York: 
Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., 1968), PP· 60-62. 
To explain 
The net number 
of migrants 
TABLE 2 
ILLUSTRATIONS OF MIGRATION EXPLANATIONS 
Kinds of people whose 
numbers must be 
specified 
Persons in cohorts 
exposed to selective 
migration; namely: 
1. Males, age 20-49 
2. Males with less 
than a high school 
education 
3. Males with farm 
laborer or farm 
manager occupation 
4. Males with less 
than full-time 
employment 
5. Families in the 
rural population 










The left-hand column refers to the demographic event that needs 
further explanation. This event is the incidence of migration through 
which persons are presumed to be added to or subtracted from a spe­
cific population. 
The middle column specifies those segments of the population pos­
sessing the highest probability of experiencing the migration event. 
An illustration of this type of specification, would be males age 20 
to 49, with less than a high school education, farm laboring skills, 
underemployment, rural residence, and annual earnings that are poverty 
level or below. 
The right-hand column suggests that the "causal force" believed 
to be related to the migration phenomena requiring explanation is the 
proportion of relevant and specified persons possessing the specific 
characteristic. 
Ford and DeJong86 have proposed a conceptual scheme based on an 
analytical systems model. The uniqueness of the model is its focus 
on both element and system traits and element and system processes. 
Table 3 presents a basic conceptualization of how the model can 
be made applicable to a migration system. 
86Thomas Ford and Gordon F. DeJong, Social Demography (Englewood, 
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970), pp. 7-14. 
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TABLE 3 
TRAITS AND PROCESSES OF A MIGRATION SYSTEM 
Element Element System System 
Trait Process Trait Process 
Residence Internal Residential Redistribution 
Migration Distribution and Reallocation 
of Resources 
This model attempts to symbolize the relationship between indi­
vidual migration events and adjustments in the larger demographic 
system. It portrays the fact that each individual migration event is 
an aspect of the internal migration process. On a macro level, the 
demographic system is isomorphic with changes in the element level, 
in that each individual migration event is an element of the larger 
system trait, residential distribution, and the system process, redis­
tribution, and relocation of human resources. 
This model provides a multivariate profile. Such a profile is 
thought to assist in the analysis of changes in populations experienc­
ing migration. 
The conceptual models, together with the generalizations de­
veloped from the literature, generate the following theoretical propo­
sitions and associated research hypotheses. 
1. Out-migration is a function of rural disadvantagement. 
2. In any rural subregion, at any time, internal migration is 
selective of persons with particular combinations of traits. 
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3. Variations in migration selectivity can be explained in terms 
of the combinations of conditions and the types of populations at 
places of origin and places of destination. 
4. Internal migration is a function of the distribution and 
redistribution of human resources to places where abilities can be 
used most profitably. 
5. Areas with certain combinations of socioeconomic phenomena and 
types of population have high incidences of disadvantaged families and 
individuals with earnings poverty level or below. 
6. Areas with high incidences of disadvantaged families and 
individuals with earnings poverty level or below experience high in­
cidences of out-migration. 
7. South Dakota is a rural subregion. 
8. It follows that variations in the demographic and economic 
conditions explain variant disadvantagement in South Dakota. 
9. Since internal migration is a function of the distribution 
and redistribution of human resources to places where abilities can be 
used most profitably, variations in demographic and economic con­
ditions that help explain variant disadvantagement in South Dakota will 
also serve as significant predictors of variant net out-migration from 
counties in South Dakota. 
10. Therefore, the set of independent variables X17, Xis, X19, 
. ,  x78 that contribute significantly to the observed variations in 
the extent of disadvantagernent will also serve as significant predic­
tors of net-migration for areas in South Dakota, when the variables are 




Two assumptions were made regarding the Bureau of the Census 
demographic and socioeconomic data used. It was assumed that census 
data (1) would represent the entire population of inquiry, and (2) 
would contain only negligible error. 
Definitions 
For the purposes of this study, the concept " disadvantagement" 
was defined as it relates to both areal and residential concentrations 
of disadvantaged persons and to the criteria specifications by which 
individuals may be classified as disadvantaged. 
Areal Definition. The working definition of disadvantagement 
for counties, families, or individuals was: 
"Counties classified as disadvantaged are counties in South Dakota 
where the percent of rural farm, rural nonfarm, and urban unrelated 
individuals and families with incomes less than poverty level is 
greater than the value for the state as a whole." 
This operational definition permitted further refinements of con­
centrations of disadvantagement on a continuum from high to low based 
both on the actual values of the specified measures and the extent to 
which counties could be classified as falling into the above cate­
gories. 
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Individual Definition. The working definition for rural persons 
or families was: 
"A disadvantaged person or family is a residential unit whose in­
come is below the appropriate poverty level specified for 1969 accord­
ing to residence and household size, and reported by the United States 
Bureau of the Census." 
The definition provides a simple measure by which to categorize 
persons or families for research comparisons. 
Objective One 
Objective One of the study was to determine the extent of dis­
advantagement in South Dakota by both magnitude and geographic 
location. This section specifies research procedures pertinent to the 
completion of this descriptive task. The procedures are discussed 
under the following headings: Unit of Analysis, Measurement of Disad­
vantagement, General Descriptive Procedures, and Interpretations. 
Unit of Analysis 
For Objective One the county was selected as the unit of analysis. 
This action was taken since census data relative to the population were 
available on the county level. County units were aggregated into 
multi-county planning districts wherever the data was appropriate for 
such aggregation. 
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Measurement of Disadvantagement 
Disadvantagement was measured as follows: 
1. The number and magnitude of disadvantaged families and unre-
lated individuals, and persons in each county according to urban, 
rural nonfarm, and rural farm residence ; and for the county as a 
whole. These variables were operationalized for descriptive purposes 
according to the following indices: 
A. x1 - Number of rural farm families with incomes less than the poverty level in each county. 
B. x2 - Percent of rural farm families with incomes less than 
the poverty level in each county. 
C. x3 - Number of rural nonfarm families with incomes less than 
the poverty level in each county. 
D. x4 - Percent of rural nonfarm families with incomes less than 
the poverty level in each county. 
E. x5 - Number of urban families with incomes less than the 
poverty level in each county. 
F. x6 - Percent of urban families with incomes less than the 
poverty level in each county. 
G. x7 - Number of rural farm, rural nonfarm, and urban families 
with incon1es less than the poverty level in each county 
(X1+X3 +X5) . 
H. x8 - Percent of rural farm, rural nonfarm, and urban families 
with income s less than the poverty level in each county. 
I. x9 - Number of unrelated rural farm individuals with incomes 
less than the poverty level in each county. 
J. x
10 
- Percent of unrelated rural farm individuals with incomes 
less than the poverty level in each county. 
K. Xn - Number of unrelated rural nonfarm individuals with incomes 
less than the poverty level in each county. 
L. x12 - Percent of unrelated rural nonfarm individuals with 
incomes less than the poverty level in each county. 
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M. X13 - Number of unrelated urban individuals with incomes less 
than the poverty level in each county. 
N. X14 - Percent of unrelated urban individuals with incomes 
less than the poverty level in each county. 
O. X15 - Number of rural farm, rural nonfarm, and urban unre­
lated individuals with incomes less than the poverty 
level in each county (x9 + x11 + X13). 
P. x16 - Percent of rural farm, rural nonfarm, and urban unre­
lated individuals with incomes less than the poverty 
level in each county. 
The number and percent of rural farm, rural nonfarm, urban 
families, unrelated individuals, and persons with incomes less than 
poverty level for each county is reported in Table 135, "Economic 
Characteristics of the Rural Nonfarm Population," Table 137, "Economic 
Characteristics of the Rural Farm Population," and Table 124, "Income 
and Poverty Status in 1969 for Counties: 1970," 1970 Census of 
Population, General Social and Economic Characteristics, (South 
Dakota). Washington, D. C., Bureau of the Census, U. s. Department 
of Conmerce, PC(l) - 43. 
General Descriptive Procedures 
The procedures for conducting the general description section of 
the study are specified under the following headings, which represent 
the sequential steps for Objective One: Coding, Rank-Ordering, 
Classification, and Mapping. 
Coding. All values were coded by county using standard coding 
procedures. All entries were verified for accuracy. 
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Rank-ordering. Using coded materials, descriptive descending 
rank-order tables by county were prepared for the appropriate measures 
as follows: 
1. Number and Percent of Rural Farm Families with Incomes Less 
than Poverty Level, Rank-Ordered by County according to 
Percent. 
2. Number and Percent of Rural Nonfarm Families with Incomes Less 
than Poverty Level, Rank-Ordered by County according to 
Percent. 
3. Number and Percent of Urban Families with Incomes Less than 
Poverty Level, Rank-Ordered by County according to Percent. 
4. Number and Percent of Rural Farm, Rural Nonfarm and Urban 
Families with Incomes Less than Poverty Level, Rank-Ordered 
by County according to Percent. 
5. Number and Percent of Unrelated Rural Farm Individuals with 
Incomes Less than Poverty Level, Rank-Ordered by County 
according to Percent. 
6. Number and Percent of Unrelated Rural Nonfarm Individuals with 
Incomes Less than Poverty Level, Rank-Ordered by County accord­
ing to Percent. 
7. Number and Percent of Unrelated Urban Individuals with 
Incomes Less than Poverty Level, Rank-Ordered by County 
according to Percent. 
8. Number and Percent of Unrelated Rural Farm, Rural Nonfarrn 
and Urban Individuals with Incomes Less than Poverty Level, 
Rank-Ordered according to Percent. 
Classification. Rank-ordered counties were classified by vari-
their respective values departed from the corresponding value for the 
State as a whole. 
To attain classification for each variable, the following steps 
were performed: 
1. For each of the variables specified in the preceding para-
graph a descending rank-order array was prepared of the counties in 
the state according to the appropriate variable values. (Cf. pre­
pared tables). Such an array was included in the aforementioned 
tables. 
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2. The corresponding value for the State as a whole appropriate 
to the scores in each rank-order array was inserted, thereby dividing 
the array into two halves. 
3. The range for both the upper half and lower half of the array 
was determined by calculating the difference between: 
a) the upper limit score and the value for the State 
as a whole, and 
b) the lower limit score and the value for the State 
as a whole. 
4. The upper half was divided by assigning between the appro-
priate scores the values equal to S + (UL - s/2), where S equals 
corresponding State value, and UL equals Upper Limit Score. 
5. The lower half was divided by assigning between the appro­
priate scores the value equal to S - (S - LL/2), where S equals corre­
sponding State value and LL equals Lower Limit Score. 
6. All counties in the upper quartile were labeled as "major 
disadvantagement areas", those in the upper-middle quartile as 11 high 
disadvantagement areas'', those in the lower-middle quartile as 
"moderate disadvantagement areas", and those in the lower quartile 
as "low disadvantagement areas". 
Mapping. Using the array for each variable, the counties were 
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color coded on state maps according to the category into which they 
were selected. These maps will be coded according to the appropriate 
legends. 
The maps were prepared for the State by county for family and 
unrelated individual categories, by residence. 
All mapping conformed to established demographic and cartographic 
standards. 
Interpretation. Standard demographic methods were employed for 
the purpose of interpretation. The magnitude and geographic distri­
bution of concentration of disadvantagement was analyzed for con­
clusions, interpretations, and implications. 
Objective Two 
Objective Two of this study was to determine what demographic and 
socioeconomic factors were associated with variations in the extent of 
disadvantagement for counties in the State of South Dakota. The pro­
cedures are discussed as follows: Unit of Analysis, Independent 
Variables, Dependent Variables, Null Hypotheses, Method of Analysis, 
Level of Significance, and Interpretations. 
Unit of Analysis 
As with Objective One, the county was selected as the unit of 
analysis. Regression selections were made for the rural farm, rural 
nonfarm, and urban segments, or the county as a whole. 
Independent Variables 
The values for all independent variables were those for each 
county for the census year 1970. The independent variables were: 
17. Total county population 
18. Total county nonwhite population 
19. Total county population under 18 years 
20. Total county population 65 years and over 
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21. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
professional, technical, and kindred workers 
22. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
managers and administrators, except farm 
23. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
sales workers 
24. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
clerical and kindred workers 
25. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 
26. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
operatives, including transport 
27. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
laborers, except farm 
28. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
farmers and farm managers 
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29. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
farm laborers and farm foremen 
30. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
service workers, including private household 
31. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as clerical and kindred workers 
3 2. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as operatives, including transport 
33. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as other blue collar workers 
34. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as farm laborers and farm foremen 
35. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as service workers, except private households 
36. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as private household workers 
37. Median family income for county as a whole 
38. Number of families with female head for county as a whole 
39. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as pro­
fessional, technical, and kindred workers 
40. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as managers and 
administrators, except farm 
41. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as sales 
workers 
42. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as clerical 
and kindred workers 
43. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as craftsmen, 
foremen, and kindred workers 
44. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as operatives, 
including transport 
45. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as laborers, 
except farm 
46. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as farmers 
and farm managers 
47. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as farm 
laborers and unpaid family VvOrkers 
48. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as farm 
laborers, except unpaid farm laborers 
49. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as service 
workers, including private households 
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50. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as clerical 
and kindred workers 
51. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as oper­
atives, including transport 
52. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as other 
blue collar workers 
53. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as farm 
laborers, unpaid family workers 
54. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as farm 
laborers, except unpaid and farm foremen 
55. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as service 
workers, except private household 
56. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as private 
household workers 
57. Median rural farm family income 
58. Total number of rural farm families with female head 
59. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as pro­
fessional, technical, and kindred workers 
60. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as managers 
and administrators, except farm 
61. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as sales 
workers 
62. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as clerical 
and kindred workers 
63. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 
64. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
operatives, including transport 
65. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
farmers and farm managers 
66. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
laborers, except farm 
67. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as farm 
l aborers and unpaid family workers 
68. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as farm 
laborers, except unpaid farm laborers 
69. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
service workers, including private household 
70. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
clerical and kindred workers 
71. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
operatives, including transport 
72. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
other blue collar workers 
73. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
farm laborers, unpaid family workers 
74. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
farm laborers, except unpaid and farm foremen 
75. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
service workers, except private households 
76. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
private household workers 
77. Median rural nonfarm family income 
78. Total number of rural nonfarm families with female head 
Data for the independent variables by county and residence are 
reported in Appendix I. 
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Dependent Variables 
The values for the dependent variables were for census year 
1970. The dependent variables are: 
Y 1 - Number of rura 1 farm, non farm, and urban families with 
incomes less than poverty level. 
Y2 - Number of rural farm, nonfarm, and urban unrelated indi­
viduals with incomes less than poverty level. 
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Y3 - Total plus or minus number of net-migrants for each county, 
1960 to 1970. 
Null Hypotheses 
Null hypotheses were formulated for the two regression selections, 
one for each dependent variable. The null hypotheses assumed the fol­
lowing form: 
Variations in X17, X rn, X 19, • • • x78, will not contribute 
significantly to the explanation of the observed variations in the 
dependent variable, when the independent variables are defined as 
above and when the dependent variables for each selection are Y1 and 
Method of Analysis 
The statistical analysis employed was a stepwise least square 
multivariate linear regression. This means of analysis is designed to 
account for the variability of the dependent variable as it might be 
associated with variability of the independent variables. This 
program permitted the researcher to test for overall effects by 
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assessing statistically the relative importance of each of the inde­
pendent variables that help explain significantly the variation in the 
dependent variable. 
The formula for the regression equation assumed the form: 
Y = a + bl xl + b2X2 + • . . + bkXk + e • 
Level of Significance 
The specified level of significance was 0.05. 
Interpretations 
The regression selections were analyzed, the findings reported, 
and conclusions, interpretations, and implications were drawn. 
Objective Three 
Objective Three of this study was to determine which of the fac­
tors found significantly associated with disadvantagement would also 
serve as predictors of variant magnitudes of migration. 
For the purpose of this analysis, those variables found signifi-
cant in both regression selections as part of the analysis under 
Objective Two were tested for possible association with observed vari­
ations in the magnitude of net migration from or into each county. 
In this instance, the dependent variable was the absolute value 
of net migration for each county from 1960 to 1970 calculated accord-
ing to established demographic methods. 
As previously noted, multiple regression analysis was used with 
the specified level of significance 0.05. 
The regression selection was analyzed, the findings reported, 




THE fvl.t\GNITUDE AND GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION OF 
DISADVANTAGEMENT IN 1970 FOR THE 
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
This chapter examines the extent of disadvantagement, as measured 
by incomes below poverty level, in the State of South Dakota in 1970. 
Objective One of the study sought to determine both the extent of dis­
advantagement in South Dakota and how the extent of disadvantagement 
varies by geographic location. Consequently, the chapter reports the 
findings relative to the concentrations of families and unrelated 
individuals with incomes less than poverty level for each county in the 
State, for farm, rural nonfarm, urban, and total county residents. 
Definitions 
Five demographic terms are used regularly in this chapter. For 
clarification, the terms are defined as follows: 
Rural Farm Residents. Individuals who live on farms. Specifi­
cally, the rural farm population includes all persons living on places 
of 10 or more acres from which sales of farm products amounted to $50 
or more in the preceding calendar year or on places of less than 10 
acres from which sales of farm products amounted to $250 or more in 
the preceding year. 
Rural Nonfarm Residents. All individuals who reside in towns of 
less than 2,500 population or in open country, but who are not farm 
operators as defined in the preceding paragraph. 
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Urban Residents. Individuals who reside in towns or cities with 
a population of 2,500 or more, or in unincorporated urban areas desig­
nated as such by the Bureau of the Census. 
Family. A group of persons consisting of a household head and 
one or more persons living in the same household related to the head 
by blood, marriage, or by adoption. 
Unrelated Individual. A member of a household who is not related 
to anyone else in the household, or a person living in group quarters 
who is not an inmate of an institution. In this study, all data 
relative to unrelated individuals were limited to individuals 14 years 
of age or older. 
DISADVANTAGED FAMILIES IN SOUTH DAKOTA: 1970 
Disadvantaged Rural Farm Families 
South Dakota, in 1970, reported 20.1 percent of the rural farm 
families as disadvantaged families with incomes less than poverty 
level. Table 4 rank-orders counties according to the percentages of 
rural farm disadvantaged families having incomes less than poverty 
level in 1970. The percentage of disadvantaged rural farm families 
for each county ranged from 37. 1 percent for Shannon County to 0.00 
percent for Stanley. 
Following the methods specified in Chapter IV, Table 4 groups 
the rank-ordered counties into four categories: major disadvantage­
ment, high disadvantagement, moderate disadvantagement, and low 
disadvantagement. 
TABLE 4 
NUfvIBER AND PERCENT OF RURAL FARM FAMILIES WITH INCOMES LESS 
THAN POVERTY LEVEL, RANK-ORDERED BY 
COUNTY ACCORDING TO PERCENT 
County Percent Number 
Major Disadvantaged 
Shannon 37. 1 95 
Charles Mix 33.0 330 
Day 33. 0 300 
Yankton 31. 4 289 
Dewey 31. l 112 
McCook 30. 8 286 
Haakon 29-7 85 
Aurora 29. 5 157 
Gregory 29-4 209 
Hutchinson 29-0 318 
Hughes 29-0 60 
High Disadvantaged 
Ziebach 28. 2 79 
Brule 27-4 143 
Washabaugh 26. 8 49 
Corson 26-7 113 
Jerauld 26. 6 102 
Hyde 26-5 68 
Marshall 24-3 158 
Bennett 23-9 62 
Sully 23.7 70 
Douglas 23.6 138 
Todd 23.0 65 
Bon Homme 22.4 201 
McPherson 22.0 117 
Perkins 22. 0 126 
Grant 21-9 186 
Lake 21-3 187 
Brookings 21-2 261 
Hand 21.1 143 
Miner 20.6 131 
Moderate Disadvantaged 
Lincoln 19-8 259 
Butte 19-8 103 
Harding 19-2 64 
Union 18-9 168 
62 
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TABLE 4. (continued) 
County Percent Number 
Tripp 18.4 157 
Edmunds 18.3 113 
Beadle 18.2 196 
Moody 18.0 162 
Sanborn 17. 9 96 
Roberts 17. 8 236 
Hanson 17.6 96 
Deuel 17.5 152 
Davison 17.4 96 
Turner 17. 0 216 
Walworth 16.7 61 
Kingsbury 16.5 147 
Lawrence 16.0 72 
Pennington 15.8 97 
Clark 15.7 130 
Campbell 15.5 49 
Potter 15. 4 55 
Spink 15.2 158 
Buffa lo 15.1 24 
Faulk 15. 0 62 
Lyman 13-9 54 
Minnehaha 13.6 226 
Brown 13.4 168 
Meade 12.8 89 
Jackson 12.3 15 
Hamlin 10.7 65 
Codington 10.2 80 
Low Disadvantaged 
Mellette 9.4 24 
Fall River 8. 7 28 
Jones 8.6 12 
Cl ay 6.7 45 
Custer 5.1 11 
Stanley o.o 0 
South Dakota 20.1 
The upper and lower percentage limits for rural farm disadvant­
aged families were 37. 1 percent to 29. 0 percent for counties in the 
major disadvantagement category, 28. 2 percent to 20. 6 percent in the 
high disadvantagement category, 19. 8 percent to 10. 2 percent in the 
moderate disadvantagement category, and 9. 4 percent to 0. 00 percent 
in the low disadvantagement category. 
64 
Of the 67 counties, the numbers and percentages where the extent 
of disadvantagement among rural farm families was classified as major, 
high, moderate, or low were 11 counties (16. 4 percent) for major, 19 
(28.4 percent) for high, 31 (46. 2 percent) for moderate, and 6 (8. 9 
percent) for low. 
In general, Table 4 indicates some variation in the proportions 
of disadvantaged rural farm families resident in the counties of the 
State. 
The residential location by county of disadvantaged rural farm 
families in South Dakota is shown on Jvlap 1. Map 1 was examined to 
determine the extent of rural farm family disadvantagement by State 
planning district (Table 5). Districts III and V show greater 
numbers of counties with the percentage of rural farm family disad­
vantagement classified as major and high; nine out of 12 and nine 
out of 18, respectively. 
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Map 1. Extent of Disadvantagement, Rural Farm Families, 

















RURAL FARM FAMILIES: NUMBER OF COUNTIES IN EACH 




District Major High Moderate 
District 1 0 4 6 
District 2 1 0 4 
District 3 5 4 3 
District 4 1 3 6 
District 5 3 6 6 
District 6 1 2 6 









South Dakota, in 1970, reported 18.2 percent of the rural nonfarm 
families as disadvantaged families with incomes less than poverty 
level. Table 6 rank-orders counties according to the percentages of 
rural nonfarm disadvantaged families having incomes less than poverty 
level in 1970. The percentage of disadvantaged rural nonfarm families 
for each county ranged from 84.0 percent for Washabaugh County to 4.1 
percent for Walworth. 
Table 6 groups the rank-ordered counties into four categories: 
major disadvantagement, high disadvantagement, moderate disadvantage­
ment, and low disadvantagement. 
TABLE 6 
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RURAL NONFARM FAMILIES WITH INCOMES 
LESS THAN POVERTY LEVEL , RANK-ORDERED BY 
COUNTY ACCORDING TO PERCENT 






































































































TABLE 6. (continued) 
County Percent Number 
Potter 16.6 120 
Brown 16.4 222 
Marshall 16.2 134 
Day 16. 1 216 
Jackson 16.1 50 
Faulk 16.0 87 
Beadle 16. 0 94 
Davison 15.8 74 
Moody 15.7 148 
Custer 15. 6 158 
Edmunds 15. 6 124 
Butte 15. 4 69 
Codington 15. 3 105 
Union 15. 2 213 
Aurora 14. 6 71 
Miner 14. 6  77 
Tripp 14.1 36 
Hamlin 13. 9 107 
Brookings 13. 6 136 
Clay 13.5 46 
Stanley 13. 4 62 
Lincoln 13.0 141 
Yankton 12.3 74 
Lawrence 12.3 175 
Bon Homme 12.2 148 
Pennington 12.0 314 
Kingsbury 1 1 . 3  134 
Low Disadvantaged 
Minnehaha 11.0 356 
Fall River 11.0 55 
Lymann 10.7 66 
Meade 10.2 74 
Haakon 8.7 36 
Hughes 7.9 23 
Perkins 7.6 48 
Walworth 4. 1 18 
South Dakota 18.2 
69 
The upper and lower percentage limits for rural nonfarm disad­
vantaged families were 84.0 percent to 56. 7 percent for counties in the 
major disadvantagement category, 45.7 percent to 18.3 percent in the 
high disadvantagement category, 18. l percent to 11. 3 percent in the 
moderate disadvantagement category, and 11.1 percent to 4. 1 percent 
in the low disadvantagement category. 
Of the 67 counties, the numbers and percentages where the extent 
of disadvantagement among rural nonfarm families . was classified as 
major, high, moderate, or low were four counties (6.0 percent ) for 
maj or, 22 (32.8 percent) for high, 33 (49. 3 percent) for moderate, and 
eight (11. 9  percent) for low. 
In general, Table 6 indicates considerable variation in the pro­
portions of disadvantaged rural nonfarm families resident in the 
counties of the State. 
The residential location by county of disadvantaged rural nonfarm 
families in South Dakota is shown on Map 2. Map 2 was examined to 
determine the extent of rural nonfarm family disadvantagement by State 
planning district (Table 7). Districts I I I  and V show greater numbers 
of counties with the percentage of rural nonfarrn family disadvantage­
ment classified as major and high; seven out of 12 and seven out of 
18, respectively. 
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RURAL NONFARM FAMILIES: NUMBER OF COUNTIES IN EACH 
D ISADVANTAGEMENT CATEGORY, BY 
STATE PLANNING DISTRICT 
State Planning 
Disadvantagement Category 
District Major High Moderate Low 
District 1 0 2 8 0 
District 2 0 2 3 1 
District 3 0 7 5 0 
District 4 0 2 8 0 
District 5 2 7 4 5 
District 6 2 2 5 2 
Disadvantaged Urban Families 
South Dakota, in 1970, reported 9.1 percent of urban families 
as d isadvantaged families with incomes less than poverty level. Table 
8 rank-orders counties according to the percentages of urban disad­
vantaged families having incomes less than poverty level in 1970. The 
percentage of disadvantaged urban families for each county with urban 
residents ranged from 13.4 percent for Shannon County to 0.5 percent 
for Union. Forty-two counties had no urban families with income below 
poverty level because the counties contained no urban places. 
Table 8 groups the rank-ordered counties into four categories: 
major disadvantagement, high disadvantagement, moderate disadvantage­
ment, and low disadvantagement. 
TABLE 8 
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF URBAN FAMIL IES WITH INCOMES LESS 
THAN POVERTY LEVEL, RANK-ORDERED BY 
COUNTY ACCORDING TO PERCENT 
County Percent Number 
Major Disadvantaged 
Shannon 1 3 . 4  1 99 
High Disadvantaged 
Sully 10 . 7  60 
Brookings 9 - 8 262 
Brule 9 - 3  55 
Moderate Disadvantaged 
Clay 8 . 8  238 
Walworth 8 - 8  1 69 
Brown 8 . 7 531 
Pennington 8 - 6  1 , 295 
Lake 7 . 4  21 3 
Beadle 6 . 8  243 
Davison 6 . 5  272 
Fall River 6 . 0  102 
Tripp 5 . 8  1 1 6  
Minnehaha 5 . 7 1 , 327 
Codington 5 - 2  249 
Yankton 5 . 2  21 2 
Butte 5 . 1  104 
Roberts 4 . 7  136 
Low Disadvantaged 
Grant 4 . 3  97 
Lawrence 3 . 9  1 68 
Hughes 3 . 9  1 1 1  
Meade 3 . 7 131  
Spink 2 . 1  51 
Lincoln 1 . 4 42 
Union 0 . 5  13  
Aurora o.o 0 
Bennett o.o 0 
Bon Homme o.o 0 
Buffalo o.o 0 
Campbell o. o 0 
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TABLE 8. (continued) 
County Percent Number 
Charles Mix o.o 0 
Clark o.o 0 
Corson o.o 0 
Custer o.o 0 
Day o.o 0 
Deuel o.o 0 
Dewey o.o 0 
Douglas o.o 0 
Edmunds o.o 0 
Faulk o.o 0 
Gregory o.o 0 
Haakon o.o 0 
Hand o.o 0 
Hanson o.o 0 
Harding o.o 0 
Hutchinson o.o 0 
Hyde o.o 0 
Jackson o.o 0 
Jerauld o.o 0 
Jones o.o 0 
Kingsbury o.o 0 
Lyman o.o 0 
McCook o.o 0 
McPherson o.o 0 
Marshall o.o 0 
Mellette o.o 0 
Miner o.o 0 
Moody o.o 0 
Perkins o.o 0 
Potter o.o 0 
Sanborn o.o 0 
Stanley o.o 0 
Todd o.o 0 
Turner o.o 0 
Washabaugh o.o 0 
Ziebach o.o 0 
South Dakota 9.1 
74 
The upper and lower percentage lin1its for urban disadvantaged 
families were 1 3. 4  percent to 1 3.4 percent for counties in the maj or 
disadvantc19cment category, 10. 7  per.c ent to 9. 3 percent in the high 
disadvanta gernent category, 8. 8 percent to 4. 7 percent i n  the moderate 
disadvantagcment ca tegory, and 4. 3 percent to 0. 5 percent in the low 
disadvantagement category. 
Of the 67 counties, the numbers and percentages where the extent 
of disadvantagement among urban famil ies v1a s c lassified as major, high, 
moderate, or l ow were one county (1 - 5  percent) for ma j or, three (3. 4 
percent) for high, 14 (20. 9 percent ) for moderate, and 49 (73. 1 per­
cent)  for lov1. 
In general,  Table 8 indicates that aln1ost three-fourths of the 
counties in the State have moderate to low proportions of urban family 
disadvantagement. 
The residential location by county of disadvantaged urban families 
in South Da kota is shown on ap 3. fviap 3 VJas exari1ined to determine the 
extent of urban family disadvantagement by State planning district 
(Table 9). District V shows the largest nu1 1 1ber of counties with the 
percentage of  urban family disadva ntagement classified as low, with 
15 out 18 counties. 
Kl 
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TABLE 9 
URBAN FAMILIES: NUMBER OF COUNTIES IN EACH 
DISADVANTAGEMENT CATEGORY, BY 
STATE PLANNING DISTRICT 
Disadvantagement Category 
State Planning 
District Major High Moderate Low 
District 1 0 1 2 7 
District 2 0 0 2 4 
District 3 0 1 2 9 
District 4 0 0 3 7 
District 5 0 1 2 15 
District 6 1 0 3 7 
Disadvantaged Families: Total County 
South Dakota, in 1970, reported 14.8 percent of the total families 
in the State as disadvantaged, with incomes less than poverty level. 
Table 10 rank-orders counties according to the percentages of total 
disadvantaged families having incomes less than poverty level in 1970. 
The percentage of disadvantaged families for each county as a whole 
ranged from 49.3 percent for Washabaugh County to 6. 8 percent for 
Hughes . 
Table 10 groups the rank-ordered counties into four categories: 
major disadvantagement, high disadvantagement, moderate disadvantage­
ment, and low disadvantagement. 
TABLE 10 
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RURAL FARM, RURAL NONFARM, P ND URBAN 
FAMILIES WITH INCOME S LESS THAN POVERTY LEVEL ,  
RANK-ORDERED ACCORDING TO PERCENT 
County Percent Number 
Major Disadvantaged 
Washabaugh 49.3 149 
Shannon 44.2 658 
Ziebach 41. 8 223 
Todd 40. 8 529 
Buffalo 38. 8 137 
Corson 32-4 337 
High Disadvantaged 
Dewey 31. 8  344 
Charles Mix 27. 8 675 
Bennett 26. 9 188 
Mellette 26-9 162 
Hyde 25.4 157 
Hutchinson 24-9 679 
McCook 24.6 455 
Day 22.9 516 
Gregory 22. 5  420 
Jerauld 22-4 191 
Aurora 22. 3 225 
McPherson 22.0 294 
Sanborn 21 . 4  212 
Sully 21.4 120 
Douglas 20.9 237 
Brule 20.6 295 
Harding 20. 5 91 
Roberts 19 - 9  576 
Marshall 19 - 7  292 
Hand 19-3 276 
Turner 19.0 497 
Hanson 18-7 177 
Campbell 18.7 139 
Deuel 18.4 278 
Miner 17.9 208 
Haakon 17.3 121 
Lake 17.1 490 
Moody 16.8 310 
77 
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TABLE 10. (continued) 
County Percent Number 
Grant 16.7 376 
Edmunds 16.7 237 
Bon Homme 16.5 349 
Clark 16.3 252 
Potter 16.2 175 
Union 15.6 394 
Faulk 15.6 149 
Tripp 15.4 309 
Jackson 15.3 65 
Moderate Disadvantaged 
L incoln 14.4 442 
Perkins 14.4 174 
Yankton 14 -2  575 
Jones 14 - 2  63 
Custer 13 - 8 169 
Butte 13.6 276 
Brookings 13.5 659 
Kingsbury 13.5 281 
Spink 12.9 320 
Walworth 12.9 248 
Hamlin 12.4 172 
Clay 12.1 329 
Lyman 12.0 120 
Pennington 11.3 1,706 
Fall River 10.8 185 
Low Disadvantaged 
Brown 10.6 921 
Davison 10.5 442 
Stanley 10.3 62 
Beadle 10.2 533 
Lawrence 9.7 415 
Codington 9.1 434 
Meade 8.4 294 
Minnehaha 8 - 2 1, 909 
Hughes 6.8 194 
South Dakota 14.8 
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The upper and lower percentage limits for disadvantaged families 
for the county as a whole were 49.3 percent to 32.4 percent for 
counties in the major disadvantagement category, 31.8 percent to 15.3 
percent in the high disadvantagement category, 14.4 percent to 10.8 
percent in the moderate disadvantagement category, and 10.6 percent 
to 6.8 percent in the low disadvantagement category. 
Of the 67 counties, the numbers and percentages where the extent 
of disadvantagement among total county families. was classified as 
major, high, moderate, or low were six counties (9.0 percent) for 
major, 37 (55.2 percent) for high, 15 (22.3 percent) for moderate, 
and nine (13.4 percent) for low. 
In general, Table 10 shows nearly two-thirds of the counties in 
South Dakota to be characterized as areas of major or high disadvant­
agement, when classified according to the proportion of disadvantaged 
families for the county as a whole. 
The residential location by county of disadvantaged families for 
the county as a whole in South Dakota is shown on Map 4. Map 4 was 
examined to determine the extent of total county family disadvantage­
ment by State planning district (Table 11 ) .  Districts III and V show 
greater numbers of counties with the percentage of tota 1 family dis­
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DISADVANTAGEMENT CATEGORY, BY 
STATE PLANNING DISTRICT 
Disadvantagement Category 
Major High Moderate 
0 6 3 
0 3 2 
0 10 1 
0 7 1 
4 8 4 
2 3 4 
DISADVANTAGED UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS IN 
SOUTH DAKOTA: 1970 









South Dakota, in 1970, reported 37.8 percent of unrelated rural 
farm individuals as disadvantaged, with incomes less than poverty 
level. Table 12 rank-orders counties according to the percentages of 
disadvantaged unrelated rural farm individuals having incomes less 
than poverty level in 1970. The percentage of disadvantaged unrelated 
rural farm individuals for each county ranged from 70.2 percent for 
Shannon County to 0.0 percent for Campbell. 
TABLE 12 
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF UNRELATED RURAL FARM IND IVIDUALS W ITH 
INCOMES LESS THAN POVERTY LEVEL, RANK-ORDERED 
BY COUNTY ACCORDING TO PERCENT 

































70 . 2  
63 . 0  
62 . 5  
61 . 3  
58 . 3  
55 . 3  
55 . 2  
54 . 5  
54 . 4  
52 . 3  
51 . 5  
47 . 4  
47 . 1  
47 . 0  
46 . 3  
46 . 2  
45 . 0  
44 . 8  
43 . 8 
43 . 0  
42 - 9  
42 . 5 
42 . 4 
42 - 2 
42 . 2  
41 . 2  
40 . 6  
40 . 0  
38 . 1  
































TABLE 12. (continued) 
County Percent Number 
Moderate Disadvantaged 
Tripp 37.5 21 
Moody 37.0 40 
Minnehaha 34.8 57 
Deuel 34.5 40 
Grant 34.4 32 
Beadle 33.6 43 
Walworth 33.3 12 
Yankton 31.9 46 
Spink 29.1 30 
Marshall 28.2 24 
Kingsbury 27.4 20 
Clay 26.4 28 
Faulk 26.1 12 
Brookings 25. 2 34 
Potter 25. 0 1 1  
Aurora 24.6 14 
Sully 24.6 14 
Pennington 24.2 31 
Mellette 20.7 6 
Corson 19-6 18 
Brown 19.0 16 
Edmunds 19.0 12 
Low Disadvantaged 
Jones 17.9 7 
Haakon 16.7 1 1  
Harding 15.6 9 
McCook 11-9 5 
Fall River 8.8 5 
Hanson 8. 6 3 
Bennett o.o 17 
Todd o.o 14 
Jerauld o.o 8 
Washabaugh o.o 6 
Hughes o.o 6 
Hyde o.o 5 
Jackson o.o 5 
Buffalo o.o 4 
Campbell o.o 0 
South Dakota 37.8 
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Table 12 groups the rank-ordered counties into four categories: 
major disadvantagement, high disadvantagement, moderate disadvantage­
ment, and low disadvantagement. 
The upper and lower percentage limits for disadvantaged unrelated 
rural farm individuals were 70.2 percent to 54. 4 percent for counties 
in the major disadvantagement category, 52. 3 percent to 37. 8 percent 
in the high disadvantagement category, 37. 5 percent to 19.0 percent 
in the moderate disadvantagement category, and 17. 9  percent to 0.0 
percent in the low disadvantagement category. 
Of the 67 counties, the numbers and percentages where the extent 
of disadvantagement among unrelated rural farm individuals was classi­
fied as major, high, moderate, or low were nine counties (15. 4 percent) 
for major, 21 (31. 3 percent) for high, 22 (32.8 percent) for moderate, 
and 15 (22. 4 percent) for low. 
In general, Table 12 indicates a wide variation in the proportions 
of disadvantaged unrelated rural farm individuals resident in the 
counties of the State. 
The residential location by county of disadvantaged unrelated 
rural farm individuals in South Dakota is shown on Map 5 .  Map 5 was 
examined to determine the extent of rural farm disadvantagement for 
unrelated individuals by State planning distrjct (Table 13) . Over 
one-half the counties in Districts I, II, and III are counties that 
are classified as areas with major to high concentrations of disad­
vantaged unrelated rural farm individuals. 
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TABLE 13 
UNRELATED RURAL FARM INDIVIDUALS: NUMBER OF COUNTIES 
IN EACH DISADVANTAGEfv1ENT CATEGORY, 
BY STATE PLANNING D ISTRICT 
State Planning 
Disadvantagement Category 
District Major High Moderate 
District 1 2 3 5 
District 2 1 2 2 
District 3 1 7 2 
District 4 1 3 6 
District 5 2 3 6 
District 6 2 1 3 









South Dakota, in 1970, reported 53.5 percent of unrelated rural 
nonfarm individuals as disadvantaged, with incomes less than poverty 
level. Table 14 rank-orders counties according to the percentages of 
disadvantaged unrelated rural nonfarm individuals having incomes less 
than poverty level in 1970. The percentage of disadvantaged unrelated 
rural nonfarm individuals for each county ranged from 74. 8  percent for 
Shannon County to 23.9 percent for Sully. 
Table 14 groups the rank-ordered counties into four categories: 
major disadvantagement, high disadvantagement, moderate disadvantage­
ment, and low disadvantagement. 
TABLE 14 
NUJvlBER AND PERCENT OF UNRELATED RURAL NONFARM INDIVIDUALS WITH 













































































































The upper and lower percentage limits for
 disadvantaged unrelated 
rural nonfarm individuals were 74.8 percent 
to 64.3 percent for 
counties in the major disadvantagement ca
tegory, 63.6 percent to 
53.6 percent in the high disadvantagement 
category, 53.4 percent to 
40.0 percent in the moderate disadvantag
ement category, and 38.4 per­
cent to 23.9 percent in the low disadvant
agement category. 
Of the 67 counties, the numbers and per
centages where the extent 
of disadvantagement among unrelated rural
 nonfarm individuals was 
classified as major, high, moderate, or l
ow were 14 counties (20.9 
percent) for major, 19 (28.4 percent) for 
high, 29 (43.3 percent) for 
moderate, and five (7.5 percent) for low. 
In general, Table 14 indicates slightly 
over one-half of the 
counties in the State were classified a
s having moderate to low con­
centrations of disadvantaged unrelated 
rural nonfarm individuals. 
The residential location by county of d
isadvantaged unrelated 
rural nonfarm individuals in South Dakot
a is shown on Map 6. Map 6 
was examined to determine the extent o
f rural nonfarm disadvantagement 
for unrelated individuals by State pla
nning district (Table 15). 
District I showed the largest proportio
n of counties with the percent­
age of rural nonfarm disadvantagement f
or unrelated individuals clas­






Extent of Disadvantagement, Rural Non-Farm 
Unrelated Individuals, South Dakota Counties: 
Major � 
High � 
Moderate !- . : ._ I 
Low r==J 
l,IARSl'\ALL . • ,t 






UNRELATED RURAL NONFARM INDIVIDUALS: NUMBER OF COUNTIES 
IN EACH DISADVAtJT/\GEMENT CATEGORY, 
BY STATE PLANNING DISTRICT 
Disadvantagement Category 
State Planning 
District Maj or High Moderate Low 
District 1 3 4 2 1 
District 2 1 1 4 0 
District 3 4 2 6 0 
District 4 2 3 5 0 
District 5 2 6 7 3 
District 6 2 3 5 1 
Disadvantaged Unrelated Urban Individuals 
South Dakota, in 1970, reported 45-1 percent of unrelated urban 
individuals as disadvantaged, with incomes less than poverty level. 
Table 16 rank-orders counties according to the percentages of disad­
vantaged unrelated urban individuals having incomes less than poverty 
level in 1970. The percentage of disadvantaged unrelated urban indi­
viduals for each county with urban residents ranged from 53.3 percent 
for Grant County to 10.4 percent for Meade. Forty-two counties had no 
urban residents. 
Table 16 groups the rank-ordered counties into four categories: 
major disadvantagement, high disadvantagement, moderate disadvantage-
ment, and low disadvantagement. 
TABLE 16 
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF UNRELATED URBAN INDIVIDUALS WITH 
INCOMES LESS THAN POVERTY LEVEL, RANK-ORDERED 

































































































TABLE 16. (continued) 
County Percent 
Number 

















































































South Dakota 45-1 
94 
The upper and lower percentage limits for
 disadvantaged unrelated 
urban located residents were 53.3 per
cent to 50.9 percent for counties 
in the major disadvantagement cate
gory, 47.8 percent to 47.0 percent 
in the high disadvantagement categor
y, 44.8 percent to 23.5 percent in
 
the moderate disadvantagement cat
egory, and 18.5 percent to 10.4 per-
cent in the low disadvantagement ca
tegory. 
Of the 67 counties, the numbers and
 percentages where disadvant-
agement among unrelated urban individuals 
was classified as major, 
high, moderate, or low were four
 counties (6.0 percent) for majo
r, two 
(3.0 percent) for high, 16 (23-9
 percent) for moderate, and 45 (
67-2 
percent) for low. 
In general, Table 16 indicates t
hat approximately two-thirds of
 
the counties in the State have 
moderate proportions of disadva
ntaged 
unrelated urban individuals. 
The residential location by cou
nty of disadvantaged unrelated
 
urban individuals in South Dak
ota is shown on Map 7. Map 7 
was ex­
amined to determine the exten
t of urban disadvantagement f
or unrelated 
individuals by State planning 
district (Table 17). Distric
t V shONed 
the largest proportion of cou
nties with the percentage of 
urban dis­
advantagement for unrelated i
ndividuals classified as mode
rate and 
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UNRELATED URBAN INDIVIDUALS: NUMBER OF COUNTIES 
IN EACH DISADVANTAGEMENT CATEGORY, 
BY STATE PLANNING DISTRICT 
Disadvantagement Category 
State Planning 
District Major High 
Moderate 
District 1 1 
0 2 
District 2 1 1 
2 
District 3 0 0 
3 
District 4 1 0 
3 
District 5 0 1 
2 
District 6 1 0 
4 
Disadvantaged Unrelated Individ









South Dakota, in 1970, reported
 47.3 percent of total unrelat
ed 
individuals in the State as dis
advantaged, with incomes less 
than 
poverty level. Table 18 rank-
orders counties according to 
the per­
centages of total disadvantag
ed unrelated individuals hav
ing incomes 
less than poverty level in 19
70. The percentage of disadv
antaged 
unrelated individuals for eac
h county as a whole ranged fr
om 70.7 
percent for Gregory County to
 24.l percent for Sully. 
Table 18 groups the rank-orde
red counties into four categorie
s: 
major disadvantagement, high 
disadvantagement, moderate disad
vantage­
ment, and low disadvantageme
nt. 
TABLE 18 
NUf'JIBER AND PERCENT OF UNRELATED RURAL FARM, RURAL NONFARM, 
AND URBAN INDIVIDUALS WITH INCOMES LESS THAN 















































































































TABLE 18. (continued) 
County Percent Number 
Washabaugh 48.0 24 
Tripp 47.7 270 
Hanson 47.5 96 
Fall River 47.4 551 
Potter 47.4 167 
Bennett 47.3 87 
Moderate Disadvantaged 
Lake 47-2 416 
McCook 47-2 195 
Meade 47-1 370 
Hand 46.7 204 
Edmunds 46.7 140 
Kingsbury 46.0 232 
Jerauld 45.7 116 
Aurora 45.7 127 
Yankton 43-9 799 
Marshall 43-5 188 
Custer 43.1 172 
Corson 43.1 132 
Union 42.3 292 
Brule 41.5 194 
Harding 40.7 66 
Stanley 40.6 69 
Campbell 40.6 63 
Minnehaha 40.4 3, 218 
Walworth 40.4 216 
Moody 39-7 188 
Pennington 39-6 1,653 
Faulk 39.3 95 
Spink 38-9 288 
38.5 105 Lyman 
Low Disadvantaged 
Hughes 28.6 267 
Haakon 27 .8 60 
Sully 24-1 42 
South Dakota 47.3 
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The upper and lower percentage limits for disadvanta
ged unrelated 
individuals for the county as a whole were 70.
7 percent to 59.2 percent 
for counties in the major disadvantagement c
ategory, 58.9 percent t o  
47.3 percent in the high disadvantagement cate
gory, 47.2 percent to 
38.5 percent in the moderate disadvantagement
 category, and 28.6 per­
cent to 24-1 percent in the low disadvantage
ment category. 
Of the 67 counties, the numbers and percent
ages where the extent 
of disadvantagement among total county un
related individuals was clas­
sified as major, high, moderate, or low 
were seven counties (10.4 
percent) for major, 33 (49.3 percent) for
 high, 24 (35.9 percent) for 
moderate, and three (4. 5 percent) for l
ow. 
In general, Table 18 shows slightly ove
r 85 percent of the 
counties in South Dakota to be characte
rized as areas of high or 
moderate disadvantagement, when classi
fied according to the proportion 
of disadvantaged unrelated individuals
 for the county as a whole. 
The residential location by county o
f disadvantaged unrelated 
individuals for the county as a wh
ole in South Dakota is shown on ap 
8. Map 8 was examined to determine
 the extent of total county dis­
advantagement for unrelated indivi
duals by State planning district 
(Table 19). Districts I, III, and 
VI show approximately two-thirds of 
their respective counties to be ch
aracterized as areas of major or 
high disadvantagement, when classif
ied according to the proportion of 
disadvantaged unrelated individua
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TOTAL UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS: NUMBER OF COUNTIES 
IN EACH DISADVANTAGEJ'ITENT CATEGORY, 
BY STATE PLANNING DISTRICT 
Disadvantagement Category 
State Planning 
District Major High Moderate Low 
District 1 1 6 3 0 
District 2 0 3 3 0 
District 3 4 4 4 0 
District 4 1 4 5 0 
District 5 1 9 5 3 
District 6 0 7 4 0 
Summary 
During 1970, the proportions of families in South Dakota with 
incomes less than poverty level were greatest for rural farm resi­
dents (20.1 percent) and lowest for urban (9.1 percent). The pro­
portion of disadvantaged rural nonfarm families was lower than rural 
farm, with 18.2 percent. 
Over half (55.2 percent) of the counties in the State were 
classified as areas where the proportions of disadvantaged families 
for the county as a whole were high, and 22.3 percent of the counties 
were classified as moderate. 
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The proportions of disadvantaged rural farm families varied by 
county from 37.1 percent to 0.0 percent. Districts III and V showed 
greater numbers of counties with high proportions of disadvantaged 
rura 1 farm families. 
Rural nonfarm family disadvantagement vari
ed considerably. Four 
counties (Washabaugh, Shannon, Buffalo 
and Ziebach) had proportions 
ranging from 84.0 percent to 56.7 perce
nt. Again, Districts III and 
V showed greater numbers of counties 
with high ·proportions of dis-
advantaged rural nonfarm families. 
Only Shannon County, with 13.4 perce
nt, was classified as an area 
where major family disadvantagement 
prevailed among urban residents, 
all of whom dwell in the City of P
ine Ridge. Generally, the pr o­
portions of family disadvantagemen
t for counties with urban resident
s 
were below 10 percent. Classifi
cation of counties according to u
rban 
family disadvantagement suggests 
that urban disadvantagement is n
ot 
extensive; however, 42 of the co
unties labeled as low in the urban
 
category are classified as such 
only because they had no urban r
esi-
dents in 1970. 
During 1970, the proportions o
f unrelated individuals in South 
Dakota with incomes less than po
verty level were greatest for ru
ral 
nonfarm residents (53.5 percent)
 and lowest for rural farm (37.8 p
er­
cent). The proportion of disad
vantaged urban unrelated individu
als 
was lower than rural nonfarm, w
ith 45.1 percent. 
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Nearly half (49.3 percent) of the counties i
n the State were 
classified as areas where the proportion
s of disadvantaged unrelated 
individuals for the county as a whole wer
e high, and 35.9 percent of 
the counties were classified as moderate
. 
The proportions of disadvantaged unrel
ated rural farm individuals 
varied by county from 70.2 percent t
o 0.0 percent. Districts I, II, 
and III showed greater numbers of c
ounties with high proportions of 
disadvantaged unrelated rural farm
 individuals--
Rural nonfarm disadvantagernent fo
r unrelated individuals was 
proportionately high for all cou
nties in the State, ranging from 
74. 8  
percent to 23.9 percent. Distri
ct I showed the largest proporti
on of 
counties with high percentages o
f disadvantaged unrelated rural
 non-
farm individuals. 
For those counties with urban r
esidence, the proportions of 
unrelated individual disadvant
agement for urban residents rang
ed from 
53.3 percent to 10.4 percent. 
The two counties with the large
st 
number of urban residents, Minn
ehaha and Pennington, reporte
d approxi­
mately one-third of all unrela
ted urban individuals to have in
comes 




This chapter reports the statistical findings related to study 
Objectives Two and Three. It reports findings regarding the extent 
to which observed variations in selected demographic and socio­
economic factors contributed significantly to the explanation of the 
observed variation in the number of families and the number of unre­
lated individuals in each county with incomes less than poverty level. 
Furthermore, the chapter also reports the extent to which those demo­
graphic and socioeconomic factors also serve as significant predictors 
of variant magnitudes of migration from the county. Consequently, the 
findings related to three regression selections are reported in this 
chapter. 
Statistical Test 
Stepwise least squares multiple regression analysis was used for 
the purpose of testing the association between the sets of independent 
variables and the dependent variables. Utilization of this technique 
yielded in rank order fashion the independent variables and their 
association with each dependent variable. The association between the 




The dependent variable designated for Selection One was the 
number of rural farm, nonfarm, and urban families with income less 
than poverty level (Y1). 
Independent Variables 
The following were designated as independent variables for 
Selection One: 
17. Total county population 
18. Total county nonwhite population 
19. Total county population under 18 years 
20. Total county population 65 years and over 
21. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
professional, technical, and kindred workers 
22. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
managers and administrators, except farm 
23. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
sales workers 
24. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
clerical and kindred workers 
25. Total number of males for the county as a ihole employed as 
craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 
26. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
operatives, including transport 
27. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
laborers, except farm 
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28. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
farmers and farm managers 
29. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
farm laborers and farm foremen 
30. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
service workers, including private household 
31. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as clerical and kindred workers 
32. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as operatives, including transport 
33. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as other blue collar workers 
34. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as farm laborers and farm foremen 
35. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as service workers, except private households 
36. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as private household workers 
37. Median family income for county as a whole 
38 ■ Number of families with female head for county as a whole 
39. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as pro­
fessional, technical, and kindred workers 
40. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as managers 
and administrators, except farm 
41 ■ Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as sales 
workers 
42 ■ Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as clerical 
and kindred workers 
43. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as craftsmen, 
foremen, and kindred workers 
44. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as operatives, 
including transport 
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45- Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as laborers, 
except farm 
46. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as farmers 
and farm managers 
47. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as farm 
laborers and unpaid family workers 
48. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as farm 
laborers, except unpaid farm laborers 
49. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as service 
workers, including private households 
50. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as clerical 
and kindred workers 
51. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as opera­
tives, including transport 
52. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as other 
blue collar workers 
53. Total rural farm females, 16 
and over, employed as farm 
laborers, unpaid family workers 
54. Total rural farm females, 16 
and over, employed as farm 
laborers, except unpaid and farm 
foremen 
55. Total rural farm females, 16 
and over, employed as service 
workers, except private househol
d 
56. Total rural farm females, 16
 and over, employed as private 
household workers 
57. Median rural farm family inc
ome 
58. Total number of rural farm 
families with female head 
59. Total rural nonfarm males,
 16 and over, employed as pro­
fessional, technical, and kind
red workers 
60. Total rural nonfarm males,
 16 and over, employed as managers 
and administrators, except far
m 
61. Total rural nonfarm males
, 16 and over, employed as sales 
workers 
62. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
clerical and kindred workers 
63. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 
64. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
operatives, including transport 
65. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
farmers and farm managers 
66. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
laborers, except farm 
67. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
farm laborers and unpaid family workers 
68. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
farm laborers, except unpaid farm laborers 
69. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as 
service workers, including private household 
70. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
clerical and kindred workers 
71. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
operatives, including transport 
72. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
other blue collar workers 
73. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
farm laborers, unpaid family workers 
74. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
farm laborers, except unpaid and farm foremen 
75. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
service workers, except private households 
76. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
private household workers 
77. Median rural nonfarm family income 




For the purpose of testing the significance of the association 
hypothesized between the independent and the dependent variables, the 
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were defined 
as a set, and the following null hypothesis was formulated: 
The set of independent variables will not contribute significantly 
to the explanation of the variation observed in the number of rural 
farm, nonfarm, and urban families with incomes less than poverty level 
Statistical Findings 
Table 20 reports the statistical findings relative to Selection 
were found to contribute significantly to the explanation of the 
observed variation in the number of rural farm, nonfarm, and urban 
families with incomes less than poverty level. Stated descriptively, 
South Dakota counties with higher proportions of rural farm, nonfarm, 
and urban families with incomes less than poverty level were char-
acterized by: 
1. Greater numbers of families with female heads. 
2. Greater numbers of males employed in the county as a whole 
as farmers and farm managers. 
3. Smaller nonwhite popul ations. 
4. Smaller numbers of rural farm males, 16 and over, employed 
as managers and administrators in nonfarm employment sectors. 
llO 
TABLE 20 
SUMS OF SQUARES AND PROPORTION OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR 
BY THE SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN ORDER 
OF IfvlPORTANCE AS ENTERED INTO 
THE EQUATION (Y1) 
Independent Sum of Proportion Cumulative Regression 
Variables Squares of Proportion Coefficient Intercept 
Accounted Variation of for 
For Explained Variation Significant 
explained Variables 
X38 5478147.925 0.855 0.855 0.051 322.0301
7 
X28 305043.770 0.048 0.902 0.141 
Xl8 2
55241.670 0.040 o.942 -0.054 
X40 101947.384 0.016 
o.958 -1.123 
X75 35109.3ll 0.00
5 o.964 -0 .020 
X21 40644.8
52 0.006 0.910 -0.094 
x67 29813.134 
0.005 o.975 o.656 
X37 22397 .68
7 0.004 o.978 -0 .037 
X30 2
5803. 720 0.004 o.982 -1.253 
X41 15262.796 
0.002 o.984 -1.012 
5. Smaller numbers of rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, 
employed as service workers in occupational sectors 
other than private households. 
6. Smaller numbers of males employed in the county as a whole 
as professional, technical, and kindred workers. 
7. Greater numbers of rural farm males, 16 and over, employed 
as farm workers and unpaid family workers. 
8. Lower median fan1ily income for the county as a whole. 
9. Smaller number of males employed in the county as a whole 
as service workers, including private households. 
10. Smaller numbers of rural farm males, 16 and over, employed 




The dependent variable designated for Selection Two was the number 
of rural farm, nonfarrn, and urban unrelated individuals with incomes 
less than poverty level (Y2) . 
Independent Variables 
The designated independent variables were the same as for 
Selection One. 
Null Hypothesis 
For the purpose of testing the significance of the association 
hypothesized between the independent and the dependent variables, the 
multiple independent variables x17, x18, X19- • • X79 were defined 
as a set, and the following null hypothesis was formulated: 
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The set of independent variables will not contribute signifi­
cantly to the explanation of the variation observed in the number of 
rural farm, nonfarm, and urban unrelated individuals with incomes 
less than poverty level (Y2). 
Statistical Findings 
Table 21 reports the statistical findings relative to Selection 
One. Variables X30, x56, X23, X35, X41, X49, X25, X24, X59, X54, X57, 
X50, X74, X65, X61, X5g, X32, X26, X44, X36, X77, and X19 were found 
to contribute significantly to the explanation of the observed vari-
ation in the number of rural farm, nonfarm, and urban unrelated 
individuals with incomes less than poverty level (Y2). Stated 
descriptively, South Dakota counties with high proportions of rural 
farm, nonfarm, and urban unrelated individuals with incomes less than 
poverty level were characterized by: 
1. Greater numbers of males employed for the county as a whole 
as service workers, including private households. 
2. Greater numbers of rural farm females, 16 and over, employed 
as private household workers. 
3. Smaller numbers of males employed in the county as a whole 
as sales workers. 
4. Smaller numbers of females employed in the county as a whole 
as non-private household service workers. 
5. Greater numbers of rural farm males, 16 and over, employed 
as sales workers. 
6. Smaller numbers of rural farm males, 16 and over, employed 
as service workers, including private households. 
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TABLE 21 
SUMS OF SQUARES AND PROPORTION OF VARIANCE Acx:;OUNTED FOR 
BY THE SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE AS ENTERED INTO THE EQUATION (Y2) 
Independent Sum of Proportion Cumulative Regression 
Variables Squares of Proportion Coefficient Intercept 
Accounted Variation of 
For Explained Variation 
Explained 
X30 15439091-140 0.951 
0.951 2.746 ll0.62900 
X56 2363
30. 303 0.015 0.966 2-824 
X23 
109420.486 0.007 0. 973 -0.776 
X35 
73034. 551 0. 005 0.977 -2. 505 
X41 
74259.354 0.005 0. 982 3.240 
X49 
32296-111 0.002 0. 984 -2.356 
X25 
24054.278 0.001 0.985 0. 334 
X24 28
387.530 0.002 0. 987 -0.015 
X59 
29832-961 0.002 0.989 -0.357 
X54 
18216.888 0. 001 0.990 -1.659 
X57 1
3103.621 0.001 0.991 -0. 000 
X50 
12571-410 0. 001 0.991 1.800 
X74 
10779-479 0.001 0.992 -1. 589 
x65 
9664. 684 0. 001 0.993 -6.873 
x61 
14661.337 0.001 0.994 -0.259 
X5g 11219-8
06 0.001 0.994 -1.059 
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TABLE 21. (continued) 
Independent Sum-of Proportion Cumulative Regression 
Variables Squares of Proportion Coefficient Intercept 
Accounted Variation of For 
For Explained Variation Significant 
Explained Variables 
X32 5077. 427 0. 000 0.995 -1. 244 
X26 8329. 838 0. 000 0.995 -0 . 124 
X44 7639. 482 0. 000 0. 996 -0 . 1
51 
x36 4156. 193 0. 000 0.996 0. 086 
X77 4261-985 0. 000 0.996 
1. 146 
X19 6461. 089 0. 000 
0.996 -0. 033 
7. Greater numbers of males employed in the county as a whole 
as craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers. 
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8. Smaller numbers of males employed in the county as a whole 
as clerical and kindred workers. 
9. Smaller numbers of rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed 
as professional, technical, and kindred workers. 
10. Smaller number of rural farm females, 16 and over, employed 
as farm laborers, except unpaid and farm forernen-
11. Lower median rural farm family income. 
12. Greater numbers of rural farm females, 16
 and over, employed 
as clerical and kindred workers. 
13. Smaller numbers of rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, 
employed as farm laborers, except unpaid and farm foremen. 
14. Smaller numbers of rural nonfarrn males, 16 and over, 
employed as farmers and farm managers. 
15. Smaller numbers of rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, 
employed as sales workers. 
16. Smaller numbers of rural farm fami
lies with female heads-
17- Smaller numbers of females employ
ed in the county as a whole 
as operatives, including transport. 
18. Smaller numbers of males employe
d in the county as a whole 
as operatives, including transport
. 
19. Smaller numbers of rural farm mal
es employed in the county 
as a whole as operatives, includi
ng transport. 
20. Greater numbers of females e
mployed in the county as a whole 
as private household workers. 
21. Greater median rural nonfarm
 family income. 
22. Smaller county population un




The dependent variable designated for Selection Three was the 
total plus or minus number of net-migrants for each county, 1960 to 
Independent Variables 
The designated independent variables were those found to be sig­
nificant in the previous regression selections. They were: 
18. Total county nonwhite population 
19. Total county population under 18 years 
21. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
professional, technical, and kindred workers 
23. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
sales workers 
24. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
clerical and kindred workers 
25. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 
26. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
operatives, including transport 
28. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
farmers and farm managers 
30. Total number of males for the county as a whole employed as 
service workers, including private household 
32. Total number of females for the county as a whole employed 
as operatives, including transport 
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35. Total number of ferno.lcs for the county c1s a whole employed 
as service vJorkcrs, except privote households 
36. Total nurribcr of fe1110lcs for the county 21s a whole employed 
as private household ·:orkers 
37. Mcdic1n family income for county as a whole 
38. Number of families v.1i th female head for county as a whole 
40. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as managers 
and administrators, except farm 
41. .Total rural farm males, 16 c1nd over, employed as sales 
workers 
44. Totc1l rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as operatives, 
includ ing transport 
49. Total rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as service 
workers, including private households 
50. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as clerical 
and kindred workers 
54. Totc1l rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as farm 
laborers, except unpaid and farm foremen 
56. Total rural farm females, 16 and over, employed as private 
household workers 
57. Median rural farm family income 
58. Total number of rural farm families vith female head 
59. Totc1l rural nonfarm males, 16 and over enployed as pro­
fessional, technical, and kindred \'Orkers 
61. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as sales 
woi-kcrs 
65. Total rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, er.tployed as farmers 
and farm managers 
67. Totu.l rurc1l nonfarr.1 males, 16 and over, employed as farm 
laborers and unpaid family workers 
74. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
farm laborers, except unpaid and farm foremen 
75. Total rural nonfarm females, 16 and over, employed as 
service workers, except private households 
77. Median rural nonfarm family income 
Null Hypothesis 
ll8 
For the purpose of testing the significance of the association 
hypothesized between the independent and the dependent variables, the 
rnul tiple independent variables x18, x19, x21, x23, x26, x28, x30, 
X32, X35-3s' X40-41' X44, x49-50' X54, x56-59' x61' x65' x67' x74-75' 
and x77 were defined as a set, and the following null hypothesis was 
formulated: 
The set of inde endent variables will not contribute si nificantl 
to the ex lanation of the variation observed in the total lus or minus 
number of net-migrants for each county, 1960 to 1970 (Y3). 
Statistical Findings 
Table 22 reports the statistical findings relative to Selection 
Three. Variables x40, x67, x38, x44, x19, x77, x25, x36, and x28 were 
found to contribute significantly to the explanation of the observed 
variation in the extent of net-migrants from each county, 1960 to 
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TABLE 22 
SUMS OF SQUARES AND PROPORTION OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR 
BY THE SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN ORDER 
OF IMPORTANCE AS ENTERED INTO THE EQUATION 
Independent Sum of Proportion Cumulative Regression 
Var iables Squares of Porportion Coefficient Intercept 
Accounted Variation of For 
For Explained Variation Significant 
Explained Variables 
X40 83282624.000 0.421 0.421 
-6.933 51.55161 
x 67 17629696.000 0.089 
0.510 -3.751 
X 38 18921072.000 0.096 
o.606 -18.820 
X 44 13020606 .ooo 0.066 
o.672 1.815 
X 19 8193616.000 0.041 
0.113 1- 243 
X 77 
9780231.000 0.049 o. 763 9- 524 
X 25 
2961522.000 0.015 0.111 -6.597 
x 36 
6686090.000 0.034 0.811 3.019 
x 2s 
3434587.000 0.017 0.829 -1.567 
Stated descriptively, South Dakota counties that experienced 
higher net out-migration from 1960 to 1970 were characterized by: 
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1. Smaller numbers of rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as 
managers and administrators in nonfarm employment sectors. 
2. Smaller numbers of rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed 
as farm workers and unpaid family workers. 
3. Smaller numbers of families with female heads. 
4. Greater numbers of rural farm males employed in the county 
as a whole as operatives, including transport. 
5. Greater county population under 18 years of age. 
6. Greater median rural nonfarm family income. 
7. Smaller numbers of males employed in the county as a whole as 
craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers. 
8. Greater numbers of females employed in the county as a whole 
as private household workers. 
9. Smaller numbers of males employed in the county as a whole 
as farmers and farm managers. 
CHAPTER VII 
SUJ\'1l'v1ARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this chapter is to: 
1. Summarize the research problem, objectives, and design. 
2. Summarize major findings and conclusions related to the three 
object ives of the study. 
3. Discuss implications derived from the research f indings and 
conclusions. 
4. Discuss limitations of the study and reconmendations for 
further research. 
Summary of the Research Problem, 
Objectives, and Design 
The 1970 census showed a decrease from 1960 to 1970 both in the 
population of South Dakota and in the number of families with incomes 
below poverty. These decreases suggested the appropriateness of in­
vestigating the following: "What is the magnitude and variation of 
disadvantagement within South Dakota and to what extent is disadvant-
agement associated with migration?" 
The objectives of the study were to determine: 
1. The extent of disadvantagement in South Dakota by magnitude 
and residence. 
2. The association between the extent of disadvantagement and 
selected socioeconomic factors. 
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3. Whether those factors that explained disadvantagement may be 
used to predict migration based on the migration experiences of South 
Dakota counties for the decade 1960-1970. 
Literature pertinent to disadvantagement and migration was re-
viewed and generalizations suggested by the literature and relevant to 
the present study were reported. 
Two conceptual models were presented in Chapter II I. One model 
portrayed "causal forces" presumed to operate within demographic pro­
cesses. The second illustrated, for purposes of analysis, a multivari­
ate profile designed to help understand and explain disadvantagement 
and its association with migration. The conceptual models, together 
with the insights drawn from the review of selected literature, were 
incorporated as part of a theoretical set of propositions and associ­
ated research hypotheses. It was theorized that within South Dakota, 
a state experiencing rural depopulation and urbanization, factors that 
help explain disadvantagement would also serve as predictors of net 
migration. 
Sixty-two independent socioeconomic variables were selected as 







, . x78 would contribute to 
the explanation observed in the: 
1. Number of rural farm, nonfarm, and urban families with 
incomes poverty level or below (Y1) . 
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2. Number or rural farm, nonfarm, and urban unrelated individuals 
with incomes poverty level or below (Y2). 
3. Total plus or minus number of net-migrants for each county, 
1960 to 1970 (Y3). 
The methodological specifications governing the research were 
discussed in Chapter IV, including the designati-0n of the county as the 
unit of analysis, the criteria for the descriptive classif ication of 
disadvantagement, the specification of the variables, and the method 
for statistical analysis. 
The descriptive findings relative to the magnitude and residential 
distribution of families and individuals classified below poverty level 
were reported in Chapter v. The statistical findings relative to de­
termining those socioeconomic factors that helped explain observed 
variations in the extent of poverty (Objective Two) and also served as 
predictors of migration (Objective Three) were reported in Chapter VI. 
Major Findings and Conclusions 
The major findings and conclusions relative to the three ob­
jectives of the study were: 
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Objective One: Findings 
Sunmrarized, the major findings related to Objective One were: 
1. The proportions of families in South Dakota with incomes 
less than poverty level were greatest for rural farm residents (20.1 
percent), less for rural nonfarm (18.2 percent) , and lowest for urban 
families (9.1 percent) . 
2. Approximately three-fourths of the counties in South Dakota 
were areas in 1970 where the proportion of disadvantaged families for 
the county as a whole could be classified as either high or moderate. 
3. The proportions of rural farm family disadvantagement in 1970 
varied from 37.1 percent to zero percent for the counties in the State. 
Rural nonfarm family disadvantagement ranged from a high of 84.0 per­
cent to a low of 56.7 percent. The proportions of urban family dis­
advantagement for counties with urban residents fell below 10 percent 
in all instances. 
4. Greater numbers of counties with high proportions of dis-
advantaged rural farm and rural nonfarm families were found in 
Districts III and v. 
5. The proportions of unrelated individuals in South Dakota with 
incomes less than poverty level were greatest for rural nonfarm resi­
dents (53.5 percent), less for urban (45.l percent) , and lowest for 
rural farm individuals (37.8 percent). 
6. Nearly one-half of the counties in South Dakota were areas in 
1970 where the proportion of disadvantaged unrelated individuals for 
the county as a whole could be classified as either high or moderate. 
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7. The proportions of disadvantaged unrelated rural far
n1 indi­
viduJls varie:d from 70.2 percent to zero percent 
for the counties in 
the State. Disadvantagement for rurol nonfarm u
nre lated individuJ ls 
rc1n9ed from 74.8 percent to 23.9 percent. The prop
ortions of dis­
advantaged L:lnrelated urban individuals for count
ies ·,ith urban resi­
den-Ls ranged frorn 53.3 percent to  10.4 percent,
 rJith over one-thjrd 
of the total number concentrated in Minnehaha 
and Pennington Counties. 
s. Districts I, II, and III had greater nun1bers of c
ounties 
with high proportions of disadvantaged rural
 farm and rural nonfarm 
unrelated individuals. 
Obiective One: Conclusions 
Based on the findings relative to Obje
ctive One, it is concluded 
that: 
1. Proportionately, the incidence o
f disadvantaged fanil ies is 
a greater problem within rural farm an
d rural nonfarm areas than 
within urban. 
2. Family disadvantagement for the c
ounty as a \Jhole is prevalent 
in most counties in South Dakota, and
 ofte:-1 extensively. 
3. Proportionate disadvantagement 
by county varies more exten-
sively c1mong rural nonfarm familie
s than among rural farm families or 
urban families. 
4. Proportionately, family disadvan
tagement is a greater problem 
for counties in State Planning Dist
ricts III and v. 
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5. Proportionately, the incidence of disadvantaged unrelated 
individuals is a greater problem within rural nonfarm and urban areas 
than within rural farm. 
6. Disadvantagement for the county as a whole for unrelated 
individuals is prevalent in many counties in South Dakota. 
7. Proportionate disadvantagement by county varies more exten­
sively among unrelated rural nonfarrn individuals than among rural 
nonfarm and urban unrelated individuals. 
8. Proportionately, disadvantagement among unrelated individuals 
is a greater problem for counties in State Planning Districts I, II, 
and III. 
Objective Two: Findings 
The second objective of the study was to determine what selected 
socioeconomic factors were associated with variations in the extent of 
disadvantagement for families and unrelated individuals reported for 
South Dakota counties in 1970. 
Ten independent variables in combination were found to explain 
significantly the variation in the extent of family disadvantagement by 
counties. Of those, two factors together explained over 90 percent of 
the variance; namely, greater numbers of families with female heads 
and greater numbers of males employed in the county as a whole as 
farmers and farm managers. 
Twenty-two independent variables in combination were found to ex-
plain significantly the variation in the extent of disadvantagement for 
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unrelated individuals by county. Of these, greater numbers of males 
employed for the county as a whole as service workers, including 
private households, explained over 95 percent of the variance. 
Further, family disadvantagement was found in: 
1. Rural farm areas where employment opportunities for males in 
managerial, administrative, and sales positions are low. 
2. Rural nonfarm areas where male job opportunities in the farm 
laboring sector and female job opportunities as service workers are 
high. 
3. Those counties with low median family incomes and where 
employment opportunities for males in the professional, technical, and 
kindred workers sector is low. 
Disadvantagement for unrelated individuals was found in: 
1. Rural farm areas with employment opportunities for males as 
sales workers, low employment of males as service workers and as 
operatives, employment opportunities for women as clerical and kindred 
workers, low employment of women as farm laborers, and lower median 
family income. 
2. Rural nonfarm areas with low employment of men as pro-
fessional, technical, and kindred workers, as farmers or farm managers, 
and as sales workers, low employment of women as farm laborers, and 
higher median family income. 
3. Counties as a whole with employment opportunities for men as 
craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers, low employment of men as 
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clerical and kindred workers, low employment of women as operatives, 
and as private household workers, and smaller proportions of the 
population under 18 years of age. 
Objective Two: Conclusions 
Based on the findings relative to Objective Two, it is concluded 
that: 
1. Family disadvantagement in 1970 for counties in South Dakota 
was primarily a consequence of high proportions 6f families with a 
female head, and concentrations of the male labor force as farm man-
agers and operatives. 
2. Disadvantagement for unrelated individuals was primarily the 
consequence of reduced employment opportunities in the higher income 
occupational sectors. 
3. Disadvantagement for unrelated individuals also may have been 
the consequence of generally lower incomes for the county as a whole 
and higher proportions of dependent residents over 65 years of age. 
Objective Three: Findings 
The third objective of the study was to determine whether the 
socioeconomic factors that explained disadvantagement significantly 
would also serve as predictors of migration, based on the migration 
experience of South Dakota counties for the decade 1960-1970. Of the 
initial 62 independent variables, 30 were found to help explain family 
and individual disadvantagement. These 30 variables were combined 
into a new set of variables and tested as to the extent to which 
they were associated with county migration. 
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Nine variables in ·combination were found to explain significantly 
the variation in the extent of n1igraticn. Of those, three factors 
together explained three-fifths of the variance; namely, smaller 
numbers of rural farm males, 16 and over, employed as managers and 
administrators in nonfarrn employment sectors; smaller numbers of 
rural nonfarm males, 16 and over, employed as farm v1orkers and unpaid 
family workers; and smaller numbers of families with f ernale heads. 
Objective Three: Conclusions 
Based on the findings relative to Objective 1hree, it is con-
cluded that: 
High out-migration in South Dakota from 1960 to 1970 was the 
consequence of lov.r employment opportunities for rural farm males in 
either high income employrner.t sectors, especially non farm n1anagerial 
and administrative positions, or as farm managers and operators. 
Implications 
The findings and conclusions raise questions regarding the associ-
ation of  disadvantagement with migration in South Dakota. They also 
suggest some factors to be considered for policy, planning, and pro-
gramming. Some major implications are: 
1. Since the greatest decline in South Dakota's population in 
past decades was due to out-n1igration, since 10 percent of the counties 
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in the State were found to have major concentrations of disadvant­
aged families and unrelated individuals, and since out-migration is 
associated with some measures of disadvantagement, continued loss of 
population due to disadvantagement will occur. To offset this, new 
industrial expansion is required to broaden employment opportunities, 
especially in major disadvantagement areas. Further, farming oppor­
tunities for rural males should be maximized. 
2. Since disadvantaged families are characterized primarily by 
female heads, reduced economic differentiation based on sex is crucial 
if the numbers of disadvantaged families are to be reduced. Further, 
since highly disadvantaged families lack funds with which to migrate 
from an area, it is possible that during the 1970-1980 decade the 
number of disadvantaged families headed by women will increase, re­
quiring new programs and resources from welfare and social assistance 
agencies. Ma npower programs may need to concentrate more on training 
mechanisms directed at females, particularly those with responsibil­
ities as single parent heads of households. 
3. The development of employment opportunities in the nonfarrning 
sector is crucial in order to retain the State's population, especially 
male, and to reduce disadvantagement. Such a program should include 
improved employment opportunities for females who head families, 
diversified training and employment for males in all employment sectors, 
including professional and managerial, and the development of a dynamic 
and economically active nonfarm agriculturally related business sector, 
such as food processing. 
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4. Counties with large portions of the population under 18 years 
need to provide young people employment opportunities, occupational 
models, and vocational counseling appropriate to a rural area. 
5. Counties with decreases in the number of farm operators should 
anticipate additional losses of residents due to declining need for 
supporting occupational groups in those rural areas. 
LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Limitations of the Study 
The study had the following limitations: 
1. The data regarding the characteristics of disadvantagement 
would have been more precise had the individual household been the 
unit of analysis and not the ecological area. 
2. Age-sex specific data on disadvantagement and migration was 
not available-
Recorrmlendations for Further Research 
The author recorrm1ends the following for further research: 
1. Age-sex-race specific analysis of migration from 1960 to 1970 
for the counties of South Dakota. 
2. A study to compare the motives and level of adjustment suc-
cesses for disadvantaged families and individuals who migrate and for 
those who remain in the State. 
3. A more refined analysis of disadvantagement and net migration, 
using data collected from sampled heads of households. 
4. Examination of the variations that may be observed between 
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